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CURRENT TOPICS. 


_ Mk. Justice Wrigut and Mr. Justice Barnes will take the 
et of - a during the vacations for the year commenc- 
ing the 13th of August next. As at present , for th 
‘first half of the Long Vacation Mr. Jains Wareee will be 
the Vacation Judge, and Mr. Justice Barnzs will take the 

second half, commencing the 16th of September. 





WE pvustisx elsewhere the list of attendances of members of 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Pzenninetox 
has this year outdone himself, no fewer than 238 attendances 
being placed to his credit, as i 189 last year. Mr. 
Watters is an admirable second with 204 attendances—more 
than the highest last year. A glance at the list will shew that, 
though a number of members of the council work very hard, 
there are others who do not. 





On Sarurpay last Mr. Justice Kexewicn took occasion to 
complain that in one of the petitions set down in the paper of 
the = to be heard, — name of one —- was le a 
so that the learned judge, in perusing the petition, experi 
some difficulty in wnbomtanding the case. The fact was that the 
name was that of a trustee who was not appointed until after 
the presentation of the petition. The hurry of business is but 
a lame excuse for di shewn to the court, and a less 
— judge might have imposed an unpleasant penalty for the 
offence. 





THERE ARE three vacancies on the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society to be filled up at the next annual i a 
to be held on the 8th of July, caused by the death of Mr. 
Grorce Burrow Grecory and Mr. Tozopore WATERHOUSE, and 
the retirement of Sir Ricuarp Nicnotson. It is understood that 
there will be a large number of candidates in the field, and that 
a keen contest may therefore be expected. The vacancies are 
West End vacancies, and we believe that there is some sort 
of understanding that West End vacancies are to be filled by 
West End men and City vacancies by City men. The names of 
Mr. J. C. Rees (Rees & Frere, Great George-street, West- 
minster), Mr. Toomas Raw1e (Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co.), and 
Mr. W. F. Fuapeate (Fladgates), who have been nominated 
for the vacancies, have tc a been up. 


WE print elsewhere rules which have been made under the 
Charitable Trusts (Recovery) Act, 1891. The Act confers upon 
the Charity Commissioners, who are referred to as ‘‘the board,” 
eS with the sanction of the Sey are to — 

roceedings for the recovery of an y the gross ann 
sce of which does not, in the Bn ge | the board, exceed 
twenty pounds a year, and which appears to the board to belong 
to a charity (section 3); and section 6 provides for the making 
of rules to regulate the procedure under the Act. By the rules 
now issued it is provided that proceedings by the board under 
the Act may be commenced by originating summons, and that, 





>| unless the court or a judge otherwise orders, neither the trustees 
’| of the charity nor the official trustee of charity lands nor the 
. | official trustees of charitable funds need be made parties. In 


accordance with the policy of the Act, this will make the pro- 
cedure in such cases as simple as it can well be. 





Ir Is WITH REGRET we have to record the frequency of com- 
plaints respecting some parts of the work done by the juniors in 
the chambers of the chief clerks of the Chancery judges. The 
chief clerk, on hearing a summons, makes notes more or less 
precise, stating the evidence read, the parties represented, and 
the order made. The effect of these notes has to be indorsed on 
the summons, so as to give the registrar who draws up the order 


508 
500 | the full particulars for his guidance. The complaint is that, in 
5o7 | Many instances, these particulars are so imperfectly stated that 


the solicitor has to take the summons back to chambers in order 
to procure the perfecting of the indorsement. This is stated to 
be partly due to the inexperience of some those to whom the 
duty is intrusted, and the resulting want of knowledge of the 
legal requirements which must be complied with. t reform 
in this respect is much needed, and if inexperienced hands are 
put to this duty some careful supervision should be afforded 
until the necessary experience is acquired, so that delay and 
consequent irritation may be avoided. 





We vunpgrsranp that the Council of the Incorporated Law 
32 
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Society have taken into consideration the proposal as to the 
registration, under the Land Transfer Act, 1875, of holdings 
under the Small Holdings Bill, and they strongly object to 
it as involving the principle of compulsory registration. They 
pointed out that as the county councils are bound to keep 
a = of small holdings in order to see that the conditions of 
the Act are complied with, it would be a waste of time and 
money to create another register side by side with it under the 
Land Transfer Act, and thus necessitate the establishment of 
local offices and the appointment of the necessary staff. The 
council for these reasons communicated with the provincial law 
societies on the subject, and made a strong representation to the 
Government, urging the objections they entertained to the pro- 
posal, and a deputation waited upon Mr. Cnariin and the 
Attorney-General on the 26th ult., who promised to give the 
views of the council the fullest consideration, and it is hoped 
that the necessary amendments may be made in the Bill in the 
House of Lords. 





In mis sELEcTION of Mr. Joun Gorett Barnes, Q.C., as the 
new judge in the Admiralty Division, the Lord Chancellor has 
done well. Mr. Baxyzs is a hard-headed North Countryman, 
with the flavour of the Lancashire brogue still about him, and 
with more than his share of Lancashire industry. His first 
introduction to commercial work was, we believe, in the office of 
a Lancashire merchant, and his first introduction to the practice 
of the law was in the office of Messrs. Batzson, the Liverpool 
solicitors. When he turned to the bar, he became the pupil, first 
of Mr. Freperic Tuompson, and then of Mr. J.C. (now Mr. Justice) 
Matnew, for whom he afterwards “devilled,” and later still 
succeeded to the reversion of his work upon his appointment as 
a judge. He soon attained a high reputation in commercial and 
Admiralty cases, which he retained without difficulty after 
taking silk. He is considered to have a greater power of work 
for oy Sager than almost any other man at the bar. An eight 
hours day, compulsorily enforced, would have robbed him of his 
chief superiority over his fellows. With this Bismarckian 
quality he combines a somewhat Bismarckian physique. There 
can be no doubt that he would speedily put an end to the 
arrears in the Probate and Admiralty Division were it not for 
the compulsory five and a half hours day which the judges have 
imposed upon themselves. Even under these conditions he will 
do much. At the early age of forty-three he retires from an 
enormous practice to the comparative leisure of the bench, and 
ought for many years to come to keep his branch of the court 
in a high state of efficiency. His one defect is that he has had 
but little experience of the Probate and Divorce work, but the 
bulk of this is of a routine character, very easily mastered by an 
energetic man. His reputation and position have been gained 
entirely within the profession. He is neither politician, nor 
orator, nor writer, nor society man, nor sportsman, nor philan- 
thropist, nor agitator. He has won his triumphs, and will 
continue to win them, by sticking to his last. 


Ovr REapeERs will notice that on the hearing, on Friday in 
last week, of an appeal against a receiving order in bankruptcy 
(reported on a subsequent page) the court directed the registrar 
to send certain documents to the Incorporated Law Society, 
with a view to the investigation by the statutory committee 
of the conduct of the solicitors. The petitioning creditor was 
himself a solicitor, and it was alleged that he had on 
three occasions received from the debtor what was called 
a “bonus” in consideration of his consenting to the ad- 
journment of the hearing of the petition. On the first 
oceasion he received from the debtor a payment of £25; 
on the second the debtor gave him a promissory note for 
£200; and on the third a promissory note i £50. The debtor 
also subsequently gave the petitioning creditor security for the 

yment both of his debt and of the two promissory notes, 

SItimately a receiving order was made, and this order the Court 


of A set aside, on the ground that the petitioning creditor 
had abusing the gery of the court, the case being like 
Ei parte King (3 Ch. D. 461) and Ez parte Griffin (12 Ch. D. 


480). The court were of opinion that the conduct both of the 





etitioning creditor and of the solicitor who had acted for the 
Jebtor in the matter had been such as to render it proper that 
an inquiry should take place before the committee of the Law 
Society, intimating that this might result in an application 
being made to the court to strike the solicitors off the rolls, 
While this investigation is pending we shall not comment upon 
the case, but we think it is our duty to direct the attention of 
solicitors to it. Probably the solicitors may be able to give a 
satisfactory answer to the allegations made against them, and 
we may not improperly express a hope that this will be the case, 





Tue GovernMENT ‘proposals for the development of the 
telephone system of the United Kingdom” have now been laid 
before the country, partly in the new Telegraph Bill and partly 
in the Treasury Minute of the 27th of May, 1892. The main 
features in this interesting, although somewhat provisional, 
scheme are as follows :—Legislative effect is at length to be 
given to two of the most important recommendations of the 
Telegraph and Telephone Wires Committee, 1885. (1) The 
Railway and Canal Commission, in addition to its other 
statutory powers, is now to be enabled to “consent,” on behalf 
of obstinate owners, to the erection and maintenance of tele- 
graphic “ works” on lands and buildings. (2) The powers of 
the Postmaster-General under the Telegraph Acts in relation to 
overground wires may be conferred on his licensees — the 
private telephone companies. Again, in regard to the yew; § 
ment of the telephone system, a sort of dual ownership is to be 
created. The trunk lines are to be the property of the State. 
The sub-exchanges will be worked by the companies. A con- 
necting link between Great Britain and Ireland will be 
furnished by a submarine cable, and the whole system will be 
open, not only to the subscribers of the companies, but also to 
any member of the public who may choose to come to a post- 
office for the purpose of using it. Public call offices will be 
established in the houses and shops of sub-postmasters, and, if 
possible, also in the head district and branch post-offices. The 
periods of conversation will be regulated by those prescribed 
for the London-Paris telephone line. No further licence for the 
whole country will be granted, and even for a licence to estab- 
lish an exchange in a particular town no application will be 
entertained unless a formal resolution in its favour has been 
passed by the corporation or other municipal authority, and 
evidence given that there is sufficient capital subscribed to carry 
out the undertaking. The obvious objection to the scheme is 
that it is only a costly via media between the régime of private 
enterprize and the ultimate and inevitable era of State control. 





Tux precision of the Court of Appeal on Wednesday in Harris 
v. Judge will, we understand, alter the practice which has 
hitherto prevailed in the judges’ chambers of the Queen’s 
Bench Division with regard to orders as to the costs of actions 
commenced in the High Court and afterwards transferred to a 
county court under the provisions of section 65 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888. It has been the practice, we believe, for 
judges at chambers, after actions so transferred have been tried 
in a county court, to make orders allowing the costs on the High 
Court scale. The Court of Appeal have now, affirming the 
decision of Day and Cuarzes, JJ. (40 W. R. 461), held that 
a judge of the High Court has no jurisdiction under such cir- 
cumstances to make such an order. Section 65 distinctly pro- 
vides that after the transfer to a county court “the action and 
all proceedings therein shall be tried and taken in such court as if 
the action had been originally commenced therein.”’ (n these 
words alone there could hardly be any doubt that the jurisdic- 
tion (other than appellate) is, after the transfer, exclusively in 
the county court. Bat the doubt arose by reason of the language 
of section 116, which deals with the costs of actions which 
could have been commenced in a county court but have been 
brought in the High Court, and provides that, when less than 
certain specified amounts have been recovered, the plaintiff 
shall only be entitled to costs on the county court scale, ‘‘ unless 
a judge of the High Court certifies that there was sufficient 
reason for bringing the action in that court, or unless the High 





Court, or a judge thereof at chambers, shall by order allow 
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costs.” The court held that these words of exception do not 
enlarge the jurisdiction of the High Court, and that they are 
satisfied by confining their operation to cases in which the High 
Court has jurisdiction a/iwnde—that is, to actions which are not 
transferred to a county court, but remain in the High Court. 





a 


Two cases have recently come before the courts on the 
question whether a person who has applied for shares on 
the faith of a prospectus, containing material misrepresen- 
tations, issued before the incorporation of the company, is 
entitled to be relieved from liability for the shares allotted 
in pursuance of his application. In Karberg’s case the applica- 
tion came originally before Mr. Justice Kexewicu, who held 
that the applicant was not entitled to relief, on the ground that 
there had been no misrepresentation (1) by the company, because 
it was not in existence when the prospectus was issued ; (2) by 
the company’s agent, because, being non-existent, it could not 
have an agent. This case was argued before the Court of 
Appeal, and after judgment had been reserved, but before it 
was pronounced, a very similar application was made to Mr. 
Justice Romer in Re Canadian (Direct) Meat Co. This applica- 
tion was made by a number of shareholders who were divided 
into two classes, (@) those who had applied for shares solely on 
the faith of a prospectus, called ‘‘ Draft Prospectus—Private 
and Confidential,’ issued by the promoters before the incorpora- 
tion of the company, and (4) those who had read the draft pro- 
spectus, and afterwards received a prospectus issued by the com- 
pany after its incorporation, glanced through it with enough 
care to satisfy themselves that its statements were substantially 
the same as those of the draft prospectus, and then applied for 
shares. Mr. Justice Romer was satisfied that the directors were 
not responsible for the draft prospectus, and did not know that 
applications for shares had been made on the faith of it. The 
learned judge held that the shareholders in class (a) must be re- 
tained on the list of contributories, but that those in class (6) 
were entitled to be relieved from liability. A few days after 
this decision had been pronounced the Court of Appeal delivered 
judgment in Aarberg’s case. They reserved for further argu- 
ment the question whether the appellant had lost his right to 
relief by /aches, acquiescence, and delay, but Lord Justice 
LinvLEY, who was practically the spokesman of the court 
(though, of course, Lord Justice Kay had his own separate 
judgment), delivered judgment on the principal point of com- 
pany law before the court. He said: ‘Speaking generally, 
there is no doubt that a misrepresentation, in order to vitiate a 
contract, must be made by a party to it or by his agent. But 
this rule is not without exception. Stewart's case (1. R. 1 Ch. 
App. 574) and Downes v. Ship (L. R. 3 H. L. 343) warrant the 
proposition that an application to a company, when formed, for 
shares, based on a prospectus issued by the promoters of the com- 
pany before its formation, cannot be dissevered by the company 
from such prospectus. The offer to take shares is an offer to 
take them on the terms of the prospectus, and on no other terms, 
and the acceptance of the application by the allotment of the 
shares is the acceptance of the offer on those terms, and not on 
other terms.” We understand that the case of the class (a) 
shareholders in the Canadian Meat case is to be brought before 
the Court of Appeal, and we therefore refrain from expressing 
an opinion whether it will be possible to distinguish it from 
Karberg’s case. Whether the doctrine laid down in Aarberg’s 
case—which seeks to establish such a serious exception to the 
law relating to misrepresentations made by a third person—will 
bear examination in the House of Lords is also a question the 
discussion of which may be postponed. 


In rug case of Re Wenham on Tuesday (reported elsewhere) 
Mr. Justice Norru gave what may be thought a somewhat bold 
decision as to the right of a residuary legatee to require the 
executor to set up the Statute of Limitations as a defence to a 
claim by an alleged creditor against the estate, when the 
executor has taken out an originating summons under order 55 | 
for the determination (without administration) of the validity of 
the claim. In the case referred to, the executor had not set up, , 
and did not desire (unless so directed by the court) to set up the | 





statute, but he wished on other unds to have the amount of 
the claim ascertained. The residuary legatee, who was a party 
to the summons, insisted that the statute ought to be set up, it 
being admitted that, if it were, the claim would be barred. 
Mr. Justice Norrn held that, the gran sce by originating 
summons being a substitute for the old procedure by decree for 
administration of the estate, the rights of the parties must be 
the same as ed the statute as they would have been if a 
decree had been made under the old practice, inasmuch as the 
adjudication upon a claim would necessarily then have taken 
place after the decree. Under the old practice, though before 
decree, an executor could safely pay a statute-barred debt, yet 
after decree the estate must be distributed ‘‘in a due course of 
administration,” and regard must be had to the statute. 
Reasoning by analogy, Mr. Justice Norrn held that the 
residuary legatee was entitled at the hearing of the summons to 
insist upon the statute being set up as a bar to the claim. 





A RARE INSTANCE came before Mr. Justice Kexewicn, on 
which the learned judge remarked as being, in his experience, 
unique. A married woman, as sole plaintiff in respect of her 
separate estate, sued another married woman as sole defendant 
in respect of her separate estate, for foreclosure of a mortgage. 





MORE CONCERNING AN APPROACHING EVENT. 


Or course when we wrote on this subject last week we antici- 
pated a more or less indignant remonstrance from some of the 
sticklers for the dignity of the profession and upholders of the 
‘‘ grin-and-bear-it” policy to whom we steal It is, how- 
ever, the unexpected which always happens. The only letter of 
remonstrance we have received is from a member of the pro- 
fession to whom of all others that description is least applicable 
—a man to whom profound gratitude pes respect are due for his 
unremitting activity in support of the interests of the profession. 
It was Mr. B. G. Laxe who in 1873, when the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society had grown inert and out of touch 
with the views and wishes of their constituents, was mainly 
instrumental in establishing, let us hope permanently, the re- 
presentative character of that body. Ina speech at an import- 
ant meeting held in 1873 he declared that ‘the real remedy for 
the existing evil was to make the society—what he hoped it 
would be—truly representative of the profession, more widely 
extending it, and inducing its members to take a greater 
personal interest in it.” And it must be added that Mr. Laxs, 
throughout nearly the whole of his career as a member of the 
council, has steadily kept these principles in view. No one 
needs to be reminded of the ability and energy with which, in 
response to the demand of the profession, he organized the 
opposition to the Land Transfer Bill; the skill with which he 
conducted the negotiations, and the fertility of resource he dis- 
played in every emergency. Nor can anyone fo:get the time 
and labour he has bestowed, in a less conspicuous way, in the 
interests of the profession during his long period of member- 
ship of the council. Year after year has shewn his name 
either at the top, or neck to neck with Mr. Penytyerox, 
in the register of attendances of members; every branch 
of the council’s work felt the benefit of his energy; and, 
above all, in the organization of the statutory tribunal 
his unremitting labour and constructive ability were of the 
highest service. Every opinion, therefore, which Mr. Laxe 
expresses upon a point of policy deserves the most respectful 
consideration, not only because of his long experience and 
his entire devotion to what he believes to be the interest of 
the profession, but also because, in stating his view, he never 
resorts to the accustomed «x cathedrd platitude that “ the profes- 
sion may be sure that the matter has been carefully considered, 
and the course suggested is that which commends itself to 
me as best in the interest of solicitors.” Mr. Laxs marshals 
the reasons for his opinion as carefully as if he had not the 
slightest claim to attention on the ground of authority. It may 
well be assumed that all that can be said in favour of the view 
he takes will be urged by him. 


In the present case Mr. Laxe’s accustomed frankness has the 
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advantage of shewing every reader at once the reasons for his 
dissent from the views we expressed last week. As to one of 
these reasons there is no mistake or misapprehension. He has 
never concealed his opinion in favour of a voluntary Land 
Transfer Bill and of a voluntary Public Trustee Bill. He thinks 
that solicitors are justified in resisting, and bound to resist, com- 
pulsion in both cases, because both measures, if made compul- 
sory, would be injurious to the interests of the public. But he 
thinks that the measures, if voluntary, may be beneficial in 
some cases, and, at all events, will have a very limited operation. 
His other reason, as to the means to be adopted, however, is 
based, partly on an entire misapprehension of the article on 
which he comments, and partly, we fear, on an irreconcileable 
divergence of view on an important point. We will deal with 
each ground in turn. 

But, before we do so, we should like to ask Mr. Laxe to point 
out where he finds, in the observations referred to, any excep- 
tion taken to the action of the council. We spoke of the hide- 
bound sticklers for the dignity of the profession and the 
strenuous supporters of the “ grin-and-bear-it ” policy. It never 
entered into our heads to designate in this way the members of 
the council as a body. The cap does not fit at all. Asa body 
they have abundantly shewn that they place the welfare of 
the profession above every consideration of this kind. Everyone 
is grateful to them for their past efforts, and the suggestion of 
Mr. Lake, that what would be practically a vote of want of 
confidence in them should be proposed at the forthcoming meet- 
ing, is ludicrous. We do not feel any want of confidence in the 
council, as a body, doing what they consider best in the interests 


of the profession, and ultimately coming into accord with the | 


profession in general. That they do not always at once appre- 
ciate the wishes and views of the profession at large is true; 
that they tend to adhere to old ways, and look with suspicion on 
apparently startling proposals, is natural enough. But how 


could you possibly get a better, a more influential, or a more | 


able body of men for the conduct of the general affairs of the 
society? And why should we be supposed to take exception to 
the action of a council which has already supported the “change 
of tactics” to which we referred; and which, not long ago, 
adopted far stronger measures than those we suggested last 
ok, and which will doubtless be prepared to take the same 
steps again when the necessity arises? Mr. Lake is wrong in 
supposing that the article in question was written in a spirit 
of hostility to the council. Our purpose was, not criticism, 
but suggestion. 

Now to come to Mr. Laxke’s reasons. First, as to the Land 
Transfer Bill which he desires, it would be a sufficient 
answer to Mr. Laxe’s observations to say that the present 
Government have avowed their determination never to introduce 
a voluntary Land Transfer Bill. The results of the present 
voluntary institution are certainly not such as to render it in the 
least likely that any Government will bring in such a Bill. It 
may, in fact, be taken as certain that any Land Transfer Bill 
which will be introduced will be compulsory. Cadit questio, 
therefore, as to the Land Transfer Bill. The only kind of Bill 
which will be offered is one which, according to Mr. Laxg, 
‘solicitors were and- are justified in resisting and bound to 
resist.” The Public Trustee Bill, as we recently shewed in 
some detail, and as has been pointed out over and over again, 
is to a considerable extent compulsory; and to that extent, 
according to Mr. Laxr, solicitors are bound to resist it. But 
the real ground of the opposition of solicitors to the Bills 
is that, even if they were purely voluntary, they are certain, 
if once passed, to be made compulsory. The tendency of 
officialism, once introduced, could not be better stated than 
it was by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, of 
which Mr. Laxe is a distinguished member, as follows :— 
“‘It must be remembered that one great difficulty in dealing 
with an official system is the constant and ever increasing desire 
on the part of its officers to extend their influence and to 
encroach upon the sphere of private duties and private indi- 
yidual exertion.” Mr. Laxy entirely ignores this source of 
danger. Yet nothing can be more certain than that, when once 
an expensive public office is established, it will, by hook or by 
crook, obtain the means of making itself self-supporting. If the 
public will not voluntarily resort to the office, they will be made 





todoso. To the great body of solicitors (though not appar- 
ently to Mr. Laxe) the fact that the Government which extorts 
payment from them for their privilege, should be constantly 
seeking to compete in business with its own licensees, is a glaring 
iniquity, and we believe that the conviction is now practically 
universal that a resolute stand should be made against these 
attempts. Mr. Lake does not seem to us to at all understand 
the extent or the intensity of the feeling which prevails ; yet we 
should have thought that a certain event which occurred a few 
weeks ago, with regard to the Public Trustee Bill, might have 
opened his eyes. The truth is that the days for half measures 
have gone by; either there must be a strenuous resistance to 
encroachments, or, as Mr. Marsnaw. said, solicitors will be 
“slowly crushed out and annihilated.” 

Turning now to the question of the means which we sug- 
gested last week, we must protest against the strange inter- 
pretation of our words adopted by Mr. Lake. Our words were, 
that pressure should be applied “by interviewing candidates for 
seats at the General Election.” Nothing more was said as to 
the means. Mr. Lake seems to suppose that we meant that 
the question of solicitors’ privileges was to be made a test 
question ; that the cry was to be raised ‘‘ Vote for Jones and 
no Land Transfer Bill,” ‘‘ Vote for Jones and no interference 
with solicitors’ profits,” and that a widespread organization 
and agitation was to be created similar to that which was formed 
at the time the Land Transfer Bill was on the carpet. Mr. 
Lake is never consciously unfair, and we can only suppose that 
he had not read our article carefully. What we meant, and 
what we said (and what we still mean and say) is, that the 
representative body of solicitors in each constituency ought to 
seek an interview with each of the candidates, and lay before 
him fully and clearly the reasons against the Bills referred to, 
and against the spread of officialism in regard to private 
affairs; and to inquire whether, if he were elected, he would 
oppose Bills tending in the direction indicated. In some 
places, perhaps, a little organization might be necessary, but 
| usually the work would be done by a deputation appointed by 
_ the local law society. What is there contrary even to the highest 
| decorum and propriety in this? The Council of the Incorporated 
| Law Society constantly interview members of the Government 
'and members in charge of Bills. Why is it improper, un- 
| dignified, and ‘Eatanswillian’’ for local solicitors to inter- 
| view their intending member? We believe that Mr. Laxz, 
| if he had understood aright our suggestion, would have been 
one of the first to welcome it, but for one important divergence 
of opinion, which we are afraid is irreconcileable. The ‘ cant” 
which Lord Hatssury denounced is not yet extinct. The motto 
of some influential solicitors is still ‘‘ Pray do not let it be sup- 
posed that we have any regard for our own selfish interests.” 
Other learned bodies—doctors and parsons, to wit—are by no 
means slow to stand up for their pecuniary interests, nor are 
they in the least ashamed of doing so. Why should they be? If 
they do not look after them, who will do so? Does Mr. Laks 
remember the remark made to him by a member of the Select 
Committee of the House of Lords, ‘‘How can we look after 
solicitors’ remuneration”? Solicitors are bound to look after 
their remuneration for themselves, and the straightforward and 
honest course is to say: We pay largely for our privileges, they 
are our livelihood, and we will fight for them. More than ever 
is this attitude necessary now, when, as Mr. Marsnatv truly 
said, there is a large and rapidly increasing number of persons 
to whom the very notion of privilege is hateful. ‘Self love, 
my liege, is not so vile a sin as self neglecting,” is a saying 
applicable now with a novel rendering. 














THE STATUTE 27 ELIZ. C. 4. 
Tux Judicial Committee of the Privy Council disposed last 
week of a point of considerable importance to all charitable 
institutions throughout the United Kingdom which have 
received endowments of land in recent years. ‘The point 
in the case arose under the following circumstances. In the 
year 1869 a Mrs, Ramsay conveyed to trustees certain parcels 
of land in the colony of New South Wales as a site for @ 
school-house and minister's dwelling, and to be enjoyed in con- 








je 


nectio! 
erecter 
“ char 
Mrs. . 
abov 

£500, 


not, a 
the ir 

ut OL 
in the 
Court 
Judici 
memb 
piece. 


sorely 
27 Eli 
of the 


The t 
Tn th 
is lai 
altog 
editio 
found 
porati 
sing 
LynD 
Lord 
Corp 
LEon 
chase 
gene. 
Cour 
appa 
statu 
quen 
volut 
high 
to cl 
treat 
v. Co 
ing | 
tativ 


com! 


tion, 
distt 
appl 
char 


only 
inte: 


feig 
they 
law: 


Ho 
Wwe | 
mor 
Am 
WIC 
(Do 


Ma 
Ves 
con: 
suff 
in ¢ 
But 
tior 


is b 








93. 
appar- 
2xtorts 
tantly 
laring 
tically 
these 
rstand 
yet we 
a few 
; have 
aASUTes 
nce to 
ill be 


4 sug: 
inter- 
were, 
8 for 
as to 
that 
. test 
3 and 
rence 
ation 
rmed 
Mr. 
that 
and 
- the 
it to 
sfore 
d to, 
vate 
ould 
ome 
but 
1 by 
hest 
ated 
nent 
un- 
‘ter- 
\KE, 
een 
nce 
nt ” 
otto 
up- 
ts.”” 
no 
are 
If 
(KE 
lect 
ter 
‘ter 
ind 
ley 
yer 
ily 
ns 
78, 
ug 


st 
le 
1) 
nt 
10 
Ils 





June 4, 1892. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 36.] 537 








——_ 
nection with a Presbyterian church then erected, or about to be 
erected, on an adjoining property. This gift was, of course, 
«charitable ” within 43 Eliz.c. 4. In the year 1887 the same 
Mrs. Ramsay conveyed, or purported to convey, part of the 
above site to her nephew, one Joun Ramsay, in consideration of 
£500, he having at the time full notice of the previous charitable 
A question then arose whether the purchaser had, »r_ had 
not, acquired a good title by virtue of 27 Eliz. c. 4, aided by 
the interpretation which several generations of judges have 
ut on that statute. The primary judge in the colony decided 
in the purchaser’s favour, but he was reversed by the colonial 
Court of Appeal, and this reversal has just been upheld by the 
Judicial Committee sitting at Whitehall, consisting of six 
members, and with Lord Sxrsorne acting as their mouth- 
jece. 
, The result will be a relief to conveyancers, who have been 
sorely puzzled as to whether gifts of land to charities fell within 
27 Eliz. c. 4, and, if so, whether, having regard to the leaning 
of the old Court of Chancery in favour of charities, notice on the 
part of the subsequent purchaser for value made any difference. 
The text writers were at variance with each other on this head. 
In the notes to Smith’s Leading Cases (8th ed., Zwyne’s case) it 
is laid down that gifts to charities are outside the statute 
altogether. A statement to the like effect occurs in the 2nd 
edition of Tudor’s Charitable Trusts. But both these authorities 
found themselves on the headnote to <Attorney-General v. Cor- 
poration of Newcastle (12 Cl. & F. 402), which transforms a pas- 
sing expression of doubt on the part of Lord Chancellor 
LyypHuRsT into a categorical statement of opinion. In 1851 
Lord Lancpaz, M.R., treated the point as an open one (7Zirye v. 
Corporation of Gloucester, 14 Beav. 181), and so do Lord Sr. 
Lzonarps and Mr. Darr in their treatises on Vendors and Pur- 
chasers. Mr. Spence, on the other hand, in his learned, and 
generally accurate, work on the Equitable Jurisdiction of the 
Court of Chancery, takes up an intermediate position, and, while 
apparently admitting that gifts to charities are within the 
statute, maintains that such gifts cannot be avoided by a subse- 
quent sale provided the purchaser had notice of the earlier 
voluntary grant. All this obscurity is now cleared away. The 
highest tribunal has determined that, so far as voluntary gifts 
to charities are concerned, the statute 27 Eliz. c. 4 may be 
treated as non-existent. Thus the headnote to Attorney-General 
v. Corporation of Newcastle, although incorrect and even mislead- 
ing at the time it was penned, has become correct and authori- 
tative ex post facto. 

But ought we to remain content with this partial victory of 
common sense over judge-made law? Ought we not to go 
further and to take care that the harsh and absurd construc- 
tion, which, in conformity with precedent and in order not to 
disturb existing titles, our judges are constrained to adopt, is not 
apyned in the future to honest and bond fide gifts of land to non- 
charitable objects?” The Statute of Elizabeth purports to deal 
only with ‘fraudulent and covinous conveyances made of 
purpose and intent to deceive purchasers, or else by the secret 
intent of the parties who make the same to be to their own proper 
use and at their free disposition, coloured nevertheless by a 
feigned contrivance and shew of words and sentences, as though 
they were made bond fide for good causes and on just and 
lawful considerations.’’ It nowhere uses the word “ volun- 
tary”; yet it has been construed for centuries as if it did. 
How this came about the reports do not disclose. What 
we do know is that the construction has been condemned for 
more than a century by the greatest ornaments of the bench. 
Amongst these may be mentioned Lords Tatnor and Harp- 
wicke (Roe v. Mitten, 2 Wils. 358, note), Lord MansrrEeLp 
(Doe v. Routledge, 2 Cowp. 710), Lord Tuurtow (Hvelyn vy. 
Templar, 2 Bro. ©. ©. 149), Lord Extexnoroven (Doe vy. 
Hanning, 9 East, 70), Lord Exon (Pulvertoft v. Pulvertoft, 18 
Ves. 90), Sir Wa. Granv (Buckle v. Mitchell, Ibid. 110), A 
consensus of opinion such as this would, one would suppose, be 
sufficient to brush away any legai cobweb. But error is hard 
in dying, and real property titles must not be lightly disturbed. 
But 4! should we dow fresh titles to grow up on the founda- 
tion of bad law? Here is a piece of base legal coin that has 
been current for one hundred and fifty years at least. Surely it 
is high time to nail it to the counter! Nor is the process a 








difficult one. All that is required is a short Act of Parliament 
consisting of a single clause, as thus :-— 

‘‘From and after 1 January, 1893, no conveyance, 
made bond fide and without fraud, of any interest in 
land shall be set aside merely on the ground of its 
being voluntary.” 

We should thus establish on a firm footing many family pro- 
visions which, however irrevocable in form, are now liable to be 
defeated for no better reason than that the author of them has 
changed his ‘mind, though why he should be at liberty so to 
change it if he happens to have settled land, instead of money or 
securities for money, no human being knows. 

We commend this useful measure to the veteran law reformer 
to whom we owe the Sales of Reversions Act, 1868, and who 
only last year plainly shewed how much he disliked the artificial 
construction of the statute, which nevertheless he felt bound to 
apply (see De Mestre v. West, 1892, A. C., at p. 270). 


REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 

An Epitome of Real Property Law: for the Use of Students. 
By W. H. Hastines KELKE, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

Insurance: a Manual of Practical Law. By CHARLES FRANCIS 
MorkELL, Barrister-at-Law. Adam & Charles Black. 











-CORRESPONDENCE. 
CONCERNING AN APPROACHING EVENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I read your article in this week’s issue headed ‘‘ Concerning 
an Approaching Event” with astonishment and dismay. If that 
article represents the feeling of solicitors generally, and any serious 
attempt is made to act upon it, the consequences will, in my judgment, 
be extremely unfortunate. The influence which solicitors—long dis- 
united — have, as the result of closer union and co-operation, 
acquired after many years of hard work spent in raising the 
character of their branch of the profession, in supporting, introducing, 
or suggesting amendments of the law or procedure in court, and in 
placing their practical experience at the service of the Legislature, so 
as to facilitate the working of new measures or to minimize appre- 
hended evils, wlll be rightly lost, and from being a learned and 
respected profession, we shall sink into a trade union, using our 
privileges solely for personal gain. 

The action of the council, to which you apparently take exception, 
is based on the assumption that, while solicitors, like any other class, 
are entitled to protect by fair means their own interests and to pre- 
serve the privileges which Parliament has given them, lawyers exist 
for the service of the public, not the public for the profit of lawyers. 
Solicitors are entitled, and often bound, to point out the evils which, 
in their judgment as skilled men of business, will be the result of a 
contemplated change in the law, but if, notwithstanding their 
remonstrances, the change is made, it is their duty to carry the law 
into effect, and, so far as in them lies, to avert or minimize the 
apprehended evils. 

ou refer to two measures, the Land Transfer Bill and the Public 
Trustee Bill, and urge solicitors to make these test questions, and 
(presumably) to give their votes and use their influence in favour of 
the candidates whose replies are favourable. Provided the two 
measures referred to are permissive, and not compulsory, Parliament 
has a perfect right to give the country the opportunity of trying 
them. The former will in many cases be adopted and found bene- 
ficial. The latter will have a very limited operation. Neither, as has 
been often pointed out, will have much or any immediate effect vas 
solicitors’ work and income. Solicitors were and are justified in 
resisting and bound to resist compulsion in both cases (although com- 
yulsion would for many years, and in my opinion amr! 
increase their personal gains), because compulsory registration would 
cause a heavy and useless expense to many landowners who have no 
desire or intention to deal with their lands, while compulsory adminis- 
tration of trusts would involve a large increase of cost and friction in 
family business. 

But that solicitors are either entitled to resist, or justified in resist- 
ing, these or any other measures on the sole ground of possible or 
probable injury to their own interests, I refuse to admit. Vodlesse 
oblige applies not only to noble birth but to holders of privilege. 

But, were it otherwise, I think that, if I were a conta ate, I should 
like nothing better than for my opponent to stand on the basis of 
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** Jones and no Land Transfer Bill,”’ or ‘‘ Vote for Jones and no inter- 
ference with solicitors’ profits” ! ! 

Is it seriously suggested that solicitors are so popular that an 
agitation to preserve their privileges and maintain their profits would 
have the faintest chance of success? If it would, such an agitation 
would not, in my opinion, be justifiable; but, unless success were 
absolutely certain, such an agitation would be without excuse. 

The influence of solicitors, rightly used and directed, is very great. 
Their practical knowledge of actual business enables them to point 
out probable results and inconveniences which framers of Bills, 
whose knowledge is usually theoretical and often superficial, have 
not foreseen. Certainly the law societies have not of late years had 
much reason to complain of want of attention, nor have solicitors 
suffered much loss owing to recent legislation. That the course of 
business has altered, and that more personal care and skill are 
exacted than was in old days the case, is common to all professions. 

If solicitors as a body really desire that the action hitherto taken by 
the Incorporated Law Society and its colleagues in the country should 
be radically changed, and that the policy advocated in your article and 
Mr. Marshall’s speech should be adopted, the desire can and should 
be shewn at the approaching annual meeting, either by the adoption 
of a resolution to that effect, or by the election of members of council 

ledged to support that policy. If either course be successful, its 
influence will be at once felt; but, in the absence of any such step, it 
may safely be assumed that the feeling of the society supports the 
past action of the council. 

In any case, I cannot but deeply regret the appearance of such an 
article in your influential paper—the only newspaper which really 
devotes any special care to the interests of solicitors. 

10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, May 30. BENJ. G. LAKE. 


[See observations in leading article.—Ep. S. J.] 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Your article entitled ‘‘ Concerning an Approaching Event” is 
the most welcome piece of printing, if I may be allowed to say so, 
that has ever appeared in your paper, and I hope and believe it will 
give rise to an interesting correspondence. 

Solicitors, as a body, are getting absolutely sick of the way in 
which Bills have lately been brought forward by incompetent persons, 
affecting injuriously not only their own interests, but those of the 
public also. 

The day is coming, as surely as the sun rises and sets, when the 
entire body of solicitors will make their voices felt in politics in such 
a way that no Government will be able to ignore them. One has 
only to consider the numbers of solicitors, and those they employ, to 
realize how strong they are if properly organized for political 

Ses. 

Take for instance the Strand and Holborn divisions. In either of 
these the legal vote rules the roast, and any candidate who loses it 
will fail to be returned. 

It seems to me it is time for every solicitor in both these divisions 
to consider the amount of blundering legislation introduced (but 
happily not carried out) by the present Government, and I would 
suggest that an association be formed in both these divisions with a 
view of presenting a strong statement of the views held by solicitors 
to the present members. The time for talk has gone: action is 
required, and if solicitors will only assert their just rights, and not be 
afraid to ask for what they want, all will be well. If not, all will be 
as bad as it well can be. Kosmos. 

London, May 31. 


INCOME TAX. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. 


_ Sir,—I have read the letter of Messrs. Munton & Morris published 
in your issue of the 28th ult., and I thoroughly indorse all they have 
written. 

As regards cheques or drafts issued by the Chancery Pay Office, 
why, in addition to shewing the tax deducted, should not particulars 
of the stock and the due date of the dividend appear at the head of 
each draft in the same way as dividend warrants receivable at the 
Bank of England do’ and it would be as well if other informa- 
tion were supplied, such as that stated on Income Tax Form, No. 40. 

If the Pay Office refuses to certify in accordance with 
Income Tax Form, No. 184, is there an y reason why agents or others 
intrusted with the payment of interest or dividends should not also 


refuse? It comes to this, that so long as the officials at the Chancery | 


Pay Office are spared, it matters little what trouble the public may 
be put to. 

ee should be allowed to make their own returns. Compul- 
sory deduction of tax from persons not liable to pay, besides being 
unjust, is unnecessarily inquisitive. The deduction of tax by com- 
panies and others not only gives them the trouble of getting it back, 


but practically diminishes their incomes. It would be interesting to 
learn the amount of poundage paid annually, say, to each of the 50 
largest financial houses and companies, and their respective names, 
also the annual cost of maintaining the ‘‘ Claims Department ” of the 
Inland Revenue Commissioners. 

As the publie are likely very shortly to be appealed to, it would be 
well were they to elicit from candidates seeking their suffrages for 
parliamentary purposes an opinion upon this vexed question of in- 
come tax and the mode of collecting it, especially from those who 
presumably are not liable to contribute. ARTHUR COOKE, 

22, Lloyd-square, W.C., June 1. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE CHARITABLE TRUSTS (RECOVERY) ACT, 1891, 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT. 

1. In these Rules ‘‘the Act” means the Charitable Trusts 
(Recovery) Act, 1891. 

‘* The Court”? means the Chancery Division of the High Court. 

2. Proceedings by the Board under the Act may be commenced by 
originating summons. 

3. It shall not be necessary to make the trustees (if any) or 
persons acting in the administration of the charity, or the official 
trustee of charity lands, or the official trustees of charitable funds, 
parties to any proceeding under the Act, unless the Court or a Judge 
otherwise orders; and for the purposes of proceedings under the Act, 
the Board shall be deemed to represent all parties interested in the 
charity. 

4, The notice in section 5, sub-section (1), of the Act mentioned 
shall be a two days’ notice in writing, and shall be served on the 
opposite party or his solicitor; but the Court or a Judge may give 
leave for shorter or substituted or other notice, and the notice may be 
given before appearance. 

5. Any Order for production of documents or other discovery 
against the Board shall be made upon their secretary for the time 
being. 

6. ‘These Rules shall commence on the fourteenth of June, 1892, 
and may be cited as the Rules of thé Supreme Court (Charitable 
Trusts Recovery), 1892. 

HaAussury, C. 
CoLerinGE, C.J. 
Naru. Linpey, L.J. 
Epwakp E. Kay, LJ. 
C. E. Potxock, B. 

A. L. Suiru, J. 


(Signed ) 


The 27th day of May, 1892. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 


THE TABERNACLE PERMANENT BUILDING SOCIETY ». KNIGHT— 

3lst May. 

BuiLvInGc Soctrery—AxsirratTiIoN—PoweEr TO DIRECT AKNITRATORS TO STATE 
Case—Buitpinc Socretres Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 42), 5. 36— 
Axnitration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49), 8s. 19, 24. 

This was an appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal (Lord 
Esher, M.R., and Fry and Bowen, LJJ.), reported 39 W. Ki. 507; 
1891, 2 Q. B. 63. A summons had been taken out, under section 19 of 
the Arbitration Act, 1889, calling upon arbitrators appointed under the 
Building Socicties Act, 1874, to state a case for the opinion of the court, 
and the order was made. ‘The Court of Appeal held that there was power 
under section 19 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, to order arbitrators appointed 
under the Building Societies Act, 1874, to state a special case for the 
opinion of the court upon a question of law arising in the course of the 
reference, and that the order made by the judge at chambers was accord- 
ingly right. 

Tue Hovse affirmed this decision. Ms 

Lord Hatssury, C.—The first question in this case is whether the Build- 
ing Societies Act, 1874, is inconsistent with the provisions of the general 
Arbitration Act, 52 & 53 Vict. c. 49. The policy of section 19 of the later 
Act is manifest. During the progress of an arbitration it may be seen 
that the arbitrator has mistaken the law and is about to act upon 
his error, and the power of putting him right used to consist in 
the right of either party to revoke the submission to arbitration. 
That power has been greatly controlled by legislation, and now 
it may be extremely difficult for a party to make out such a case to 4 
court as will induce them to :nake an order giving leave to revoke unless 
a case is stated. Such a case actually occurred in your lordships’ House, 
and unless the parties had consented to terms (which happily they did), 
leave would have been given by this House to revoke the submissiot, 








It is obvious that this isa clumsy and incomplete remedy, The court 
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ought to have in its hands power to compel, in a fit case, a reference to a 
court of competent jurisdiction so as to prevent a failure of justice. This 


is a power independent of and altogether different from the right of the 


ies under section 36 of the Act of 1874, which enacts that the deter- 
mination of the arbitrator or the court shall be conclusive. It provides 
also that the arbitrator or registrar, as the case may be, may, at the 
request of either party, state a case for the 4 ye of the Supreme Court 
of Judicature on any question of law. The later statute makes the pro- 
vision which I have just referred to apply to every arbitration under any Act 
sed before or after the commencement of the Act itself, and only 
excepts from its operation any Act inconsistent with the Act regulating 
the arbitration, or with any rules or procedure authorized or recognized by 
that Act. If the two provisions may not stand together I am able to follow 
the argument that the one Act is inconsistent with the other, and the 
whole argument depends on the word “ inconsistent ’’ in the later statute. 
It is obvious to inquire, Where is the inconsistency if both may stand to- 
gether and both operate without either interfering with the other? ‘The 
licy, object, and application of the two statutes are entirely different. 
T think that in the Building Societies Act the object was to enable the 
arbitrators, on the solicitation of the parties, to state a question of law 
which might enable them to decide the case in its final result. I think 
that the object of section 19 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, though in one 
sense it may be said to have for its object the same result, was rather to 
hold a control over the arbitration while it was proceeding by the courts, 
and not to allow the parties to be concluded by the award, when, as it is 
said, parties may be precluded by the arbitrator's bad law once the award 
is made, although they might have had a right to repudiate the arbitration 
if they had done so before the completion of the award. I am, therefore, 
of opinion that the objection here fails, and that the Acts, not being 
inconsistent with each other, may be read together, and the court or a 
judge would have jurisdiction to interfere. I think, therefore, that this 
appeal should be dismissed, with costs. 
Lords Watson, Herscurtt, Morris, and Frerp concurred.—Cownset, 
Cock, Q.C., and J. Ritchie Macoun ; Fillan and A. L. Reed. Soxrctrors, J. R. 
Pakeman ; Hatchett, Jones, §& Co. 
[Reported by C. H, Grarroy, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Court of Appeal. 
RATCLIFFE ;. EVANS—No. 1, 26th May. 


StanpgR—AcTION IN NatuRE oF SLANDER or TittE—Spercrat Damace— 
Proor or GENERAL Loss or Bustngss. 


This was an application by the defendant for a new trial of an action 
which was tried before Mr. Commissioner Bompas, Q.C., with a jury, at 
Chester Assizes. The plaintiff was.an engineer and boiler maker, carry- 
ing on business at Hawarden, in the county of Flint, under the name of 
Ratcliffe & Sons. The defendant was the registered proprietor, publisher, 
and printer of a local weekly newspaper called the County Herald. The 
plaintiff complained that the defendant had falsely and maliciously pub- 
lished in the said newspaper a statement of the plaintiff in relation to his 
said business to the effect that the firm of Ratcliffe & Sons was unfor- 
tunately now extinct, meaning thereby that the plaintiff had ceased to 
carry on his said business, and that his said firm did not then exist; and 
the plaintiff had suffered damage thereby. There was, however, no 
allegation in the original statement of claim of special damage. At the 
trial the learned commissioner told the jury that the case was analogous 
to a case of slander of title, and he gave the plaintiff leave to amend his 
statement of claim by addiug an allegation of special damage. In support 
of this the plaintiff was called, and said that since the publication his 
business had fillen away to a considerable extent, and that he could not 
attribute it to any other cause, and he had spent £100 in advertising to 
announce that he had not ceased to carry on business. The jury found 
that the statement complained of was not libellous in itself, but that it 
was an untrue statement injuriously affecting the plaintiff in his business, 
and that it was not made Jond fide ; and they assessed the damages at £120. 
The learned commissioner accordingly gave judgment in favour of the 
plaintiff for that amount. It was now argued on the part of the defendant 
that, this being a case in which actual damage was part of the cause of 
action, it was not sufficient for the plaintiff to prove loss of custom 
generally ; it was necessary to prove particular loss of custom and to 
connect it with the publication complained of, and the plaintiff ought to 
have called as witnesses persons who ceased to deal with him in conse- 
quence of the publication. The case of Riding v. Smith (28 W. R. 487, 
1 Ex. D. 91) ought not to be followed. The following cases were cited :— 
Ward v. Weeks (7 Bing. 211), Malachy v. Sopor (3 Bing. N. C. 371), Evans 
V. Harries (LH. & N. 251), and Clarke v. Morgan (38 L. T. N.S. 354). 

Tux Cover (Lord Esurr, M.R., aud Bowsrn and Fry, L.JJ.) after 
taking time to consider their judgment, dismissed the application. The 
question was whether, in an action for a malicious falsehood intentionally 
published in a newspaper about the plaintiff's business—a falsehood which 
was not actionable as a personal libel—evidence to shew a general loss of 
business was admissible. In the case of a personal libel general loss of 
custom might unquestionably be alleged and proved. If further particular 
damage was to be relied on by the plaintiff, such particular damage must 
be alleged and proved. In actions of slander, where the slander consisted 
of words actionable in themselves, the law, as in the case of libel, pre- 
sumed, and in theory allowed, proof of general damage. But the law 
recognized a difference which in fact existed between slander, even if 
actionable in itself, and libel — viz., that a person who published 
defamatory matter in writing put in circulation that which was more 


divisible in fourths among the residuary r 4 
divisible in fifths, H. 0.’s fifth going to the testator’s next of kin as 


law would not allow the plaintiff to recover damages which flowed not 
from the original slander, but from its unauthorized repetition, unless the 
slander were uttered under such circumstances that its repetition followed 
in the ordinary course of things from its original utterance. General loss 
of custom could not properly be proved in respect of a slander of this 
kind, when it had been uttered under such circumstances that its repeti- 
tion did not flow directly and naturally from the circumstances under 
which it was uttered. The doctrine that in slanders actionable per se 
general damage might be alleged and proved with generality, must be 
taken, therefore, with the qualification that the words complained of must 
have been spoken under circumstances which might, in the ordinary 
course of things, have directly produced the general damage that in fact 
occurred. Then, as to slanders not actionable per se, where actual 
damage done was the very gist of the action, many old authorities 
might be cited for the proposition that in such a case the actual loss 
must be proved specially and with certainty. But this was always 
subject to the qualification of good sense and justice. Cases might 
occur where a general loss of custom was the natural and direct result 
of the slander, and where it was not possible to specify particular 
instances of the loss. Slanders of title, written or oral, and actions such 
as the present, brought for damage done by falsehoods, written or oral, 
about a man’s goods or business were similar in many respects to the last 
mentioned class of slanders pot actionable in themselves. The necessity 
of alleging and proving actual temporal loss with certainty and precision 
in all cases of the sort had been insisted upon for centuries. But it was 
an old and established rule of pleading that the question of generality of 

pleading must depend on the general subject-matter. As much certainty 
and particularity must be insisted on both in pleading and proof of 
damage as was reasonable, having regard to the circumstances and to the 

nature of the acts themselves by which the damage was doné. The nature 

and circumstances of the publication of the falsehood might accordingly 

require the admission of evidence of general loss of business as the 

natural and direct result produced and perhaps intended to be produced. 

In the present case the falsehood was openly disseminated through the 

press, and was probably read and possibly acted on by persons of whom 

the plaintiff had never heard. It would be wrong in such a case to refuse 

to admit general evidence as to loss of custom.—CounseL, Bowen Row- 

lands, Q.C., and FE. H. Lloyd; F. Marshall. Sorscrrors, J. P. Cartwright ; 

J. Tatlock. ' 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. } 


PUGSLEY +. ROPKINS—No. 1, 31st May. 


Practice—ApMmatty Jurispictron—Cocnty Covurt—Action on Brit or 
Lapinc—Covunty Covers Apwrratty Jurispiction Act, 1868 (31 & 32 
Vicr. c. 71), s. 21. 

This was an appeal by the defendants from the refusal of a divisional 
court (Pollock, B. and Vaughan Williams, J.) to issue a prohibition 
restraining the plaintiff from taking further proceedings in the action, 
which had been brought in the county court of Monmouthshire (ante p. 
463). It was argued on the part of the defendants, firstly, as it had been 
argued in the court below, that the action, if brought in any county court, 
ought to have been brought in the county court of Norfolk; secondly, 
that.the case was not within the jurisdiction of any county court, for it 
had been held in Reg. v. Judge of the City of London Court (ante, p. 138) that 
the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts did not give county courts 
any jurisdiction other than the Court of Admiralty itself had, with the 
single exception of cases on charter-parties. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorsgs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. On the authority of The Alina (29 W. R. 94) it was clear that 
this case was within county court jurisdiction; it was impossible in this 
respect to draw a distinction between a case on a charter-party and a case 
on a bill of lading. On the other point, as to the construction of section 
21 of the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868, they agreed 
with the court below.—Counset, Pritchard; Joseph Walton. Soxscrrors, 
Pritchard & Sons, for Jackson, Hull; Botterell § Roche, for Vaughan §& Hornby, 
Newport. 


“Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-a tLaw.) 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re OWEN, OWEN +. WOOD—Chitty, J., 3ist May. 
Wiri—Constrrvcrion—Dmection THAT A Suane or RestMck SHALL SINK 
mo Restpve AND KE Disposep OF ACCORDINGLY, OR AS NEAR THERETO AS 
CIRCUMSTANCES WILL THEN ADMIT. 
A testator disposed of his residue in equal fifth shares, as to two shares 
absolutely, and as to the other three on trusts for the benefit of the three 
remaining legatees and their children and issue respectively. Then 
followed a clause applying to the three settled shares—via.; * declare 
that if any of them, the said J, O., H. O., and H. W., shall die without 
leaving any child, children, or issue living at his or at her death respec- 
tively, then the part or share intended for his or her child, children, or 
issue shall sink into and form part of my residuary estate, and shall be 
disposed of accordingly, or as near thereto as circumstances will then 
admit."’ H. O. was certified as presumed to have died in the testator’s 
lifetime without having had any children and leaving no widow. The ques- 


tion was whether, under these circumstances, the residuary estate became 
legatees, or whether it was 


sq 3 


undisposed of, Counsel for the next of kin relied on Humive v. Shore (7 





easily transmissible than ora) slander. Where the statement was oral, the 





Hare, 247, 1 H. & M. 550), Lightfoot v. Burstall (12 W. R. M48, 1 H. & M. 
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546), and Re Beviss’s Trusts (20 W. R. 359); and distinguished Crawshaw v. 
Crawshaw (29 W. R. 68, 14 Ch. D. 817). 

Cutty, J., said that the effect of Humble v. Shore, if it applied, would 
be to reduce the clause above stated to a nullity. It had, in fact, been 
boldly argued that it might just as well have been omitted from the will. 
It was said that it merely amounted to a direction that, if one of the 
three, J. O., H. O., or H. W., died without leaving issue living at his or 
her death, his or her share should just go into the general residuary estate. 
Now, Humble v. Shore had often been commented on, perhaps never more 
strongly than by Jessel, M.R., in Crawshaw v. Crawshaw. Tt was a decision 
which could not have carried out the testator’s intention. Jessel, M.R., 
said he was bound by it, but he reasoned himself out of the decision. His 
reasoning, however (which was fully set out in the Weekty Reporter), 
was inconsistent with that on which Humble v. Shore was founded. It was 

lain that subsequent judges, though unable to overrule Humble v. Shove 
(a decision of Wigram, V.C., affirmed by Lord Cottenham), had always 
disliked the case; and the result was, that very minute distinctions were 
taken to get rid of the decision. In the present case the words were 
not the same as in Humble v. Shore or the other cases, and his lordship’s 
duty was to construe the words before him. The clause broke into three 
parts—viz., (1) A direction that the share should fall into residue, (2) that 
it be disposed of accordingly, (3) or as near thereto as circumstances would 
then admit. The third part was important. The clause clearly applied 
to the case of H. O. dying without issue, and the circumstances would 
admit of the living children taking. The residue was, therefore, dis- 
tributable in fourths.—Covunset, J. M. Solomon ; Byrne, Q.C., and Fawcus ; 
Farwell, Q C., and George Williamson; A. L. Ellis. Sowtcrrors, Williamson, 
Hill, § Co., for George Taylor, Scarborough; Torr, Janeways, Gribble, § 
Oddie, tor William Drawbridge, Scarborough. 
[Reported by G. Row1iaxp Atsroy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re McGRATH (Infants)—North, J., 28th May. 


Inrants—GUARDIANSHIP—RELIGION OF INFANTS—GUARDIANSHIP OF INFANTS 
Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vicr. c. 27), ss. 2, 6, 13. 

This was a summons under the Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886, for the 
removal of the guardian of four infants and the appointment of a guardian 
or guardians by the court, or, in the alternative, for the appointment of 
some person to act jointly with the existing guardian. The real question 
was whether the infants should be brought up as Roman Catholics or 
Protestants. The parents were originally both Roman Catholics. As to 
the father the evidence shewed that he was indifferent to all religion in his 
daily life, but he was baptized as a Roman Catholic, married at a Roman 
Catholic church, and finally died and was buried as a Roman Catholic. 
He was a journeyman tailor, and was married to the mother of the infants 
in March, 1876, he being then nineteen years old. The eldest of the four 
infants, a girl named Margaret May, was born in February, 1877; the 
next, a girl named Elizabeth, was born in August, 1879; the next, a girl 
named Catherine, was born in June, 1881; and the youngest, a boy 
named Thomas Michael, was born in September, 1886. All four children 
were baptized as Roman Catholics. The father died in June, 1888. He 
did not appoint any guardian of the infants. After the father’s death the 
family were in very poor circumstances, and Mrs. Scrimgeour, a wealthy 
and benevolent Protestant lady, rendered them pecuniary assistance. 
Some time subsequent to making the acquaintance of Mrs. Scrimgeour 
the mother ceased to be a Roman Catholic, and appears to have become a 
Protestant. In November, 1889, the mother, acting under the powers 
given to her by the Act, executed a deed appointing Mrs. Scrimgeour 
guardian of the children. As to the religious education of the infants 
there was evidence that, though the eldest girl was confirmed as a Roman 
Catholic, her father allowed her and the other children to attend a Pro- 
testant Sunday-school. The eldest girl attended a Roman Catholic school 
from November, 1885, to April, 1890. At one time she went toa Board 
school. Since April, 1890, she has been at a Protestant industrial home at 
Stockwell. The two younger girls were sent, in June, 1888 (shortly before 
the father’s death), to the Roman Catholic Convent of Nazareth House, 
where they remained tiil April, 1890. They were afterwards at a Board 
school, and in July, 1891, they were sent by Mrs. Scrimgeour to the 
industrial home at Stockwell. ~The boy went to live with his maternal 
uncle, a Mr. Dwyer, who is a Roman Catholic, and with his children 
attended a Board school from May, 1890, to September, 1891. Since that 
time he and his cousins have attended some National (Church of England) 
schools. Mrs. Scrimgeour made a weekly payment to Mr. Dwyer for his 
maintenance. The father gave no express directions as to the religious 
education of the children. Mr. and Mrs. McGrath had also an elder child, 
a son; there was no evidence as to when he was born; he was placed in a 
Protestant institution with the written consent of his father, and is now a 
footman. The present application was made by an aunt of the father, 
who is a Roman Catholic, acting as next friend to the infants, and the 
summons asked that she and Mrs. Bagshawe, a Roman Catholic lady, the 
wife of a county court judge, might be appointed guardians in the 
place of Mrs. Scrimgeour, or that the aunt and Mrs. Bagshawe might be 
Pr ted guardians to act jointly with Mrs. Scrimgeour. 

ontH, J., said that at the time of the father’s death these children 
ought, beyond all question, to have been brought up as Roman Catholics. 
It was not necessary for the father to express any wish as to the religion 
in which his children were to be brought up. The rule of the court was 
that the children must be brought up by the guardian in the religious 
faith of the father, whatever that might have been, and that the mother, as 
statutory guardian, was bound to observe this rule. But there was an 
to this rule where the father by his indifference had abdicated 

his t to control the religious education of his children. Where the 





infants were allowed by the father’s neglect to be brought up in 4 different 


——_ 


religion, the welfare of the children might demand that the state of things 
the father had allowed should not be altered. It was said that under the 
statute of 1886 there was no jurisdiction for the court to interfere, but the 
learned judge held that there was jurisdiction to remove the guardian and 
appoint others in her place provided the court was satisfied it was for the 
welfare of the children. It was also said that there was no jurisdiction 
here to interfere because the infants were not wards of court. But it was 
settled that the court had jurisdiction to interfere with the infants gué 
infants, and not only where they were possessed of property. As to what 
ought to be done now, the case was other than it was at the father’s death 
four years previous. Having regard to what had taken place in the mean- 
time, and having regard to the father’s religious indifference and to the 
welfare of the children, he came to the conclusion that he ought not to 
interfere. 

Costs were not asked for, and no order was made as to costs.—Covnsst, 
S. Hall, Q.C., and P. S. Stokes ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Micklem. Sous 
citors, Dudley Leathley ; Pridham. 

[Reported by G. B. M. Coore, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re WENHAM, HUNT +. WENHAM—North, J., 31st May. 
PracTIcE—A DMINISTRATION —CREDITOR—STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 


This was an originating summons by the executors of the will of the late 
Mrs. Laura Wenham against Miss Emily Wenham and the residuary 
legatee to have it determined (inéev alia) whether Miss Emily Wenham was 
a creditor upon the deceased’s estate. The only defence that could be 
raised against Miss Wenham’s claim was the Statute of Limitations. The 
executors having declined at the bar to plead the statute, it was contended 
for the residuary legatee that he was entitled to plead the statute, and if 
not was entitled to take out a summons to administer the estate. It was 
contended for the creditor that, no decree having been made in an 
administration suit, and the statute not having been pleaded by the execu- 
tors, the residuary legatee could not now plead it. 

Norrn, J., said that the question must be dealt with as if there had 
been an administration suit, and although there had been no decree, yet 
the point must be dealt with as if there had been a full administration, 
and the parties must be in the same position now under the new rules as 
they would have been after an administration decree under the old prac- 
tice, and that, therefore, the legatee was entitled to appear and say that 
the statute was an answer. Miss Wenham’s claim was, therefore, de- 
clared to be barred.—Counset, S. Halil, Q.C., and Curtis Price ; Kemp, 
Q.C., and Muaidlow ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Vernon Smith. Soxrtcrroxs, 
Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, § Mitchelmore ; T. A. Capron. 


[Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re LUCIGEN LIGHT CO, (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 28th May. 


Practice—Petition—List or Parties ATTENDING—NO PARTIES ATTENDING 
—Companies WINpDING-UP Rues, 1892, rx. 21. 

This was a creditor’s petition for winding up the company. The court 
took the objection that no list of parties appearing had been handed into 
court by the petitioner pursuant to rule 21 of the Companies Winding-up 
Rules, 1892. It was stated, however, that no notice of intention to appear 
had been given to the petitioner by any person. 

Vavenan Wiurams, J., said that this had not been brought to his 
knowledge. <A written notice intimating that no persons intended to 
appear must be handed in, and on the understanding that this would be 
done he made the usual winding-up order on the petition.—Cownset, 
Dauney ; Borthwick. Sorrcrrorn, Edward Hilder. 

‘Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re NATIONAL WHOLEMEAL BREAD CO. (LIM.), Ev paric BAINES— 
Vaughan Williams, J., 28th May. 


Practice—Proor—Counter-cLamw ok Set-orr—ReJsEcTION or Proor— 
Appeat—Companies (WinpinG-up) Rugs, 1890, rer. 110, 111, 115. 


This matter was, on the 21st of May, adjourned from court to chambers 
(ante, p. 523). It was an appeal from the decision of the official receiver, 
acting as liquidator of the company, rejecting the proof of Thomas Baines 
for the amount of certain disbursements alleged to have been properly 
made by him on behalf of the company, on the ground that the company 
was entitled to recover a larger amount by way of counter-claim or set-off 
from the applicant. It was contended, on behalf of the applicant, that 
the liquidator could only examine the inherent velidity of the proof of 4 
debt, and had not power to take into consideration any counter-claim or 
set-off which was disputed, Rules 110, 111, and 115 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Rules, 1890, and the former practice in Chancery, were 
referred to in support of this contention. For the liquidator, it was 
urged that a set-off of a liquidated sum was, and always had been, 
admissible, and Mr. Buckley’s note on set-off in this connection was cited 
(see Buckley on the Companies Acts, 6th ed., p. 357). 

Vavenan Wiis, J., held that that was so, but admitted the proof 
on the merits of the case. He decided that the costs in respect of the 

roof, other than the costs of the proceedings before the court, must be 

rne by the creditor, like the costs of a proof in bankruptcy; but the 
creditor would get his costs of the appeal to the court.—CovnseL, Oswald 
Bramwell Davis, Sorrscrrons, F. Bradley ; Newson § Dunn. 


[Reported by J. F, Warey, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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REG. vr. BRUCE (STIPENDIARY MAGISTRATE)—28th May. 


Poor Law — Pauper Lenatic — CuarcEeasiniry — UNION FROM WHICH 
‘© sent’’—IRREMOVABILITY—ORDER EX PARTE—APPEAL—LvuNAcy Act, 
1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 5), ss. 286, 287, 289, 290, 294. 

Rule nisi to quash an order of W. Bruce, Esq., stipendiary magistrate for 

Leeds, aGjudicating the Bierley Union liable for the maintenance of a certain 
uper lunatic while a patient in the West Riding Pauper Lunatic Asylum. 

rom 1888 to the 17th of March, 1890, the residence of the paper was as 


a domestic servant within the Bierley Union. On that day she removed to | the notice that they gave. 


her brother’s house, within the Bramley Union, and on the following day 
she was sent to the asylum. In 1891 she was discharged as cured, and 
returned to live within the Bramley Union, but shortly after was again 
removed to the asylum. On the 6th of November the order directing the 
guardians of the Bierley Union to pay for her maintenance, &c., while 
in the asylum was made ex parte. ‘The Bierley Union then obtained 
the present rule to quash that order. It was admitted that the lunatic 
had at the time she was sent to the asylum acquired a status of 
irremovability in the Bierley Union. It was argued by counsel in shew- 
ing cause against the rule that the order was, upon the construction of 
sections 286, 287, and 294 of the Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 5), 
rightly made upon the union of irremovability: Leeds v. Wakefield (5 
W. R. 259, 7 E. & B. 258, 26 L. J. M. C. 37); that the order was rightly 
made ex parte (Ex parte The Parish of Monkleigh, 17 L. J. M. C. 76), and 
although no appeal lies against the order, the provisions of sections 289 
and 290 were sufficient to protect the union upon which an order was 
made. It was contended by counsel in support of the rule that upon 
the construction of sections 286 and 287 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, the 
pauper lunatic was properly chargeable to the union from which she was 
“sent,” which in this case was the Bramley Union. Further, that if 
the contention were right that such an order as the one in question could 
be made without notice, the Bierley Union would be in the position that 
they could neither appear nor appeal. 

Tue Covert (Marnew and Wricut, JJ.) discharged the rule, holding 
that the order was properly made upon the union in which the pauper 
lunatic had acquired a status of irremovability, which in law, though not 
physically, was the one from which she was “‘sent’’ within the Act. It 
was clear that the order was properly made without notice (Ez parte 
Monkilcigh) ; the proper remedy of the appellant union was to proceed under 
sections 289 and 290, which afforded them adequate protection by enabling 
them, in case they were not liable, to shift the liability to the union of 
settlement or another county.—CounseL, Poland, Q.C., and R. Cunningham 
Glen ; Tindal Atkinson, Q.C., and J. J. Wright. Sowtcrrors, Cooper, 
Thoroughgood, & Taylor, for Bond, Barwick, & Peal, : Ju ques & (%., for 
Trewarras, Bradford. 

Reported by J. P. Merton, Barrister-at-Law 


THOMPSON ,. TOTTENHAM AND FOREST GATE RAILWAY CO.— 
26th May. 


Taxixe ory Lanps—Norice To TREAT ror oNE Hovse snp Srrip or LAND 
AT BACK BELONGING To ApsorntInc Hovse—Same Owner—WHuHETHER 
stcu Notice constitctes two Notices, A Notice witn Respect To ONE 
Hovsg, axp a Notice with xespect to Strip ory LAND BELONGING TO 
oruer Hovse—Laxns Cravses Act, 1845, s. 92. 

The facts of the case appear from the considered judgment of the 
learned judge. 

Marnew, J.—This is an action brought to recover an amount of 
compensation alleged to have been awarded under the Lands Clauses 
Act in respect of a villa called Edith Villa, which belonged to the 

intiff. The defendants deny their liability, and set up that they were 
not bound under the circumstances by the award, which has been made 
ex parte. Now the circumstances that gave rise to this litigation are these. 

Mr. Thompson, the plaintiff, was the owner of two villas adjoining each 

other, called Edith Villa and Warwick Villa, and there was a garden 

behind Edith Villa, and at the back of that garden there was a strip of 
land, about a perch in extent, which had been thrown into the garden of 

Warwick Vi The notice to treat which had been given by the 


defendants to the laintiff covered the whole strip of land at the back of | 


E4ith Villa, including this portion which, as I have said, had been made 


way pointed out by the Lands Clauses Act was one sum, which, when 
ascertained, completed the contract arising out of the fact of a notice to 
treat being given. It was said that the plaintiff had no right to do what 
he proposed to do, namely, to treat this one notice as two notices—a 
notice, first, in respect of Edith Villa, and a notice, secondly, in respect 
of the part of Warwick Villa which lay behind Edith Villa. It was 
argued on the other hand for the plaintiff extremely ingeniously that the 


| notice ought to be treated as two notices. In the first place, it was said 
| that the company knew that the notice applied to two tenements, and 





| 


} 


therefore they ought to have contemplated the application of section 92 to 
But I cannot come to the conclusion, becauze 
of that knowledge on the part of the company, that this notice, which in 
its terms is a single notice, should be treated as a double one. The 
company may very well have contemplated that the owner of the land 
would not take the somewhat unreasonable course, as it was suggested, of 
requiring them to take a quantity of adjoining property that they did not 
want. Then it was pointed out again that if one looked critically at the 
plan which was furnished with the notice to treat it indicated two kinds 
of property, and it was said that was clear, because there is a separate 
figure upon this perch of land which is in dispute, and there is also an 
indication that it was separated from the other portion of Edith Villa. 
But, really, that was not enough, it seems to me, to build a theory upon 
which Mr. Reid, for the plaintiff, insisted was the right view of the matter 
—namely, that there were two notices. That division indicated on the 
plan might mean no more than that there was a fence between the two 
properties. I therefore feel bound to come to the conclusion that there 
were not here two notices, but one notice only, and therefore the plaintiff 
was wrong in the course that he took. My judgment is for the defendants, 
with costs. Judgment for the defendants.—Covnsgt, ?. 7. Reid, Q.C., 
and Lush Wilson ; Dickens, Q.C., and C. Haigh. Soxtcrrors, J. W. Cook ; 
F. C. Mathews § Browne. 


[Reported by Sir Surrston Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Ex parte A-—, Re A—— —C. A. No. 1, 27th May. 


Bankruptcy Petition—Conpuct or Sovicirors. 

This was an appeal by the debtor against a receiving order in bankruptcy. 
The petitioning creditor was a solicitor, and the petition was presented in 
respect of a sum of £369 due upon a final judgment obtained against the 
debtor and the debtor’s solicitor. The petition came on for hearing on 
the 25th of January, and, the debtor’s solicitor being desirous of obtaining 
an adjournment, the petitioning creditor consented to the adjournment 
on condition of the debtor’s paying him £25 by way of bonus, which sum 
the debtor paid. The petition was adjourned a second time, and as a 
consideration to the petitioning creditor for consenting to the adjournment 
the debtor gave him as a bonus a promissory note for £200, payable one 
month after date. On the occasion of a third adjournment the debtor 
gave to the petitioning creditor, for his consent, a promissory note for £50, 
and in addition security for that and the previous promissory note, and 
also security for the debt on which the petition was founded. The solicitor 
of the debtor denied that he was a party to the giving of these promissory 
notes. It was stated by the debtor that he would shortly be entitled to a 
sum of money which would be more than sufficient to pay all his debts, 
and it was contended that under the circumstances the presentation of the 
petition by the petitioning creditor was an abuse of the process of the 
court, and that the making of a receiving order against the debtor was 
unfair and inequitable. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal, and discharged the receiving order. 

Lord Esnen, M.R., said that the case afforded a melancholy disclosure 
as to how business was carried on when not under the actual superin- 
tendence of the court. The petitioning creditor was a solicitor, and pre- 
sented a petition in respect of a debt owing to him. ‘The solicitor of the 
debtor desired a postponement of the petition, and the petitioning creditor 
would only consent to a postponement on being paid £25, and after the 
debtor’s solicitor had tried without success to get him to take £10, the 
£25 was paid. Two more postponements were made, and promissory 
notes for £200 and £50 were given by the debtor to the petitioning 


to form part of the garden of Warwick Villa. When the notice to treat | creditor, and also security for the debt on which the petition was 
was given it was met by a counter-notice by the plaintiff, requiring that, | founded, and for the two promissory notes as well. Thus a charge was 
under section 92 of the Act, the whole of Warwick Villa should be | given which, if the case went on, would defeat the other creditors. At 


purchased by the company and paid for. Upon that the company gave 


last the registrar refused to postpone the case any longer, and then the 


notice abandoning their notice to treat. Nevertheless, the plaintiff said | debtor's solicitor said that he would take objection to the petition, on the 
that he was entitled to treat the notice which had been given by the ground of all these things that had been done, he having previously taken 


¥ as applicable to Edith Villa without the piece of land in question | advantage of them. > Ot 
oposed to proceed to ascertain the amount of the | doing business; he did not accept that statement, hut, if it were true, it 
rt in | Was a most disgraceful way of doing business. 


at back, and 
compensation by arbitration. The defendants refused to take any 


the reference, and thereupon the arbitrator appointed by the plaintiff | 


proceeded ¢z parte to award the amount which is sought to be recovered in 
the action—so much for the value of the land, and so much for the damage 
done by the execution of the powers of the Act. The question in the 
cause was whether that award made in respect of Edith Villa was, under 
the circumstances, binding on the defendants, and whether the plaintiffs 
were entitled to recover. It was said by the defendants that one notice to 
treat had been given, and that in the plan accompanying the notice to 
treat the entire strip of land had been clearly indicated, including the 
— of land in question ; that, upon reference to all subsequent sections 

the Act, it would appear clearly to have been contemplated that that 
notice to treat should be treated as ome notice and regarded as one notice, 
and that the compensation {or the value of the land to be ascertained in the 


| 


It had been said that this was the common way of 


It was impossible to allow 
the petition to stand after such conduct on both sides. The petition must 
be dismissed, and the receiving order set aside, but any other creditor 
could come forward and present a petition which would date back to the 
first act of bankruptcy. He should, under the circumstances, direct the 
registrar to send to the Incorporated Law Society all the papers in the 
case, with a statement of the conduct of the two solicitors, and with a 
direction from the court that he should lay the conduct before the society 
to be examined into by a committee. If the committce thought that the 
conduct was degsnceied. it could move a divisional court to strike both 
solicitors off the rolls, 


Fux and Lores, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counset, 


VF. Cooper Willian; Jelf, Q.C., and Abrahama. 
{Reported by F, 0, Rowson, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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HALL v. TOMPSON—Romer, J., 30th May. 
Sonicrror—LiABitttry As TrustEE—Nortice or Trusts—NEGLIGENCE. 


In this case it was sought to render a firm of solicitors who had acted for 
the trustees of the will of a testator liable for the loss sustained through 
improper investments of the trust funds made by them acting on the 
instructions of the trustees. By the will, which was in Scotch form, the 
testator gave all his real and personal property to A. W. H., T. A. F. H., 
and W. D. on trust to pay testator’s widow an annuity of £300, and a 
third of the trust funds not required to meet the annuity to his son 
A. W. H., and the remaining two-thirds equally amongst his other 
children. The testator died on the 25th of March, 1870. There was a 
direction in the will to convert the trust funds and to invest the proceeds 
in Government stock or on heritable bonds and dispositions in security 
with power to vary investments. A. W. H. was a client of a firm of 
solicitors, and in 1874 instructed Mr. N., who was the only partner who 
had anything to do with the matter, to invest the trust moneys in the 
same way as certain moneys of the testator’s had been invested in his life- 
time, namely, on leasehold security. The money was advanced on 
mortgage of various leasehold securities, no proper valuation ever being 
made. The mortgagor became bankrupt and absconded, and, the securities 
turning out worthless, upwards of £4,400 of the trust funds were lost. It 
appeared that a copy of the testator’s will was sent up to Mr. N. to be 
sealed at the Probate Registry of the English Court of Probate, but he had 
never read it to see what the powers of investment were, A. W. H. having 
told him that, as the beneficiaries were all swi juris, they did not intend to 
act on the will. A.W. H., who was the active trustee, was fully informed 
of the investment of the funds on leasehold property as they were made. 
This action was brought to have it declared that the trustees and the 
members of the firm of solicitors were jointly and severally liable to make 
good the sum of £4,400 so lost. 

Romer, J., said in his judgment that the solicitors could not be made 
liable in this case. In the first place they could not be held liable as con- 
structive trustees, and guilty, therefore, of the improper investment in 
leaseholds. It was not a case where the solicitors received any benefit 
themselves. All that they had done was to apply the funds in making 
investments authorized by the trustees and according to their direction. 
Nor had they acted as trustees de son tort. No doubt they recommended 
some investments, but only as solicitors of the trustees, who selected and 
authorized the investments. As a matter of fact it was not even a case 
where the solicitors believed they were acting in contravention of the trusts 
and in breach of trust. Mr. N. believed that the beneficiaries had agreed 
to depart from the will. There was doubtless negligence, but for that 
they could not be made liable by the cestwis que trust, but only by the 
trustees. The action would, therefore, be dismissed, as aguinst the 
solicitors, but without costs.—Counsg1, Sir E. Clarke, Q.C., and Maidlore ; 
Chadwyck Healey, Q.C., and G. N. Marcy. Sorscrrons, E. W. §& R. Oliver ; 
Tucker & Lake. 

[Reported by J. W. Greiu, Barrister-at-Law. 


SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 


May 31.—Cuartes Henry pve Grey Ronerrson (8, Leadenhall-street, 
London). 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Attendance of members of the council from the 16th of April, 1891, 
to the 11th of April, 1892 :— 


Coun- Com- Coun- Com- 
cil. mittee. | cil. mittee. 
Mr. Addison ... one ae 43 | Sir R. Nicholson wo — 
» Bristow... ois ae 12 | ,, Thos. Paine ae 24 
», Broomhead-Colton | » H. W. Parker... 26 20 
. aes a — | Mr. Pemberton os a 7 
», Budd = as ae 35 », Pennington ~. 42 196 
», Cooper ms — 8 2 (Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P. 20 1 
» Cunliffe... a ae 73 Mr. Roscoe... wo. 36 76 
» Dees ie Pts I 2 », Saunders ... mies oc l 
»» Ellett “~ ios. il »» Walters... wo 2 163 
», Follett we Rt l », Waterhouse ow — 
The Right Hon. H. H. », Williams ... 32 4 
Fowler, M.P.... 8 — » WME «on 1j7 8 
Mr. Frere ae o. 26 Ql | ,, Archer 1 — 
Dr. Freshfield ... — 1 |» Barrett... 2 -- 
Mr. Godden ye 76 | ,, Bremridge 4 --- 
», Gray Hill ... aa 14 | ,, Cobbett 3 _ 
», Gregory ... ee 10 »» Diver — _ 
» Hollams ... oe 1S — | ,, Hughes 1 _— 
», Howlett... a> ae 4 | ,, Lewis 6 —_ 
» Hunter... oo SO OO ts Sew i. — 
» Janson... a! 4 | ,, Strick aa ey | _ 
» Keen isi oo eg | », Wansey ... ne — 
» Lake bas oe se », Cooper*(ofHenley) 20 — 
, Lawrence ... o ow | », Giraud* 2 AINE o 
» Manisty .., ey | | 21s Sir 'T. Martinean* 3 1 
» Margetts .. .. 9 2 | Mr. Meade-King* 4 - 
an 0 a. »» Milne* ie <a 
» Marshall ... wet Cm 2 | » Toxer* .., ow | -- 
» Mills ‘ie an an 13 


* Retired in October, 


i ae See 





UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


Mr. Justice Wricut presided on Monday evening at the sixtieth anni- 
versary festival of the United Law Clerks’ Society, which was held at 
Cannon-street Hotel. Among the guests were Messrs. T. H. Baylis, Q.C., 
J. E. Bankes, Lyndon Bell, G. Candy, Q.C., F. O. Crump, Q.C., A. M. 
Channell, Q.C., M. paces nag Q.C., Thompson, W. Dowson, C. T. 
D’Eyncourt, B. F. Hawksley, W. T. Howell, W. H. Herbert, Boydell 
Houghtou, R. P. Hardy, C. H. Hopwood, Q.C., W. R. Kennedy, Q.C., 
G. Lewis, G. Lewis, jumr., A. K. Loyd, F. L. Morgan, E. Morten, 
A. M. Oppenheimer, R. Pennington, J. Y. Paterson, J. W. Phillips, 
J.C. Phillips, M. Pyke, Q.C., W. C. Rowcliffe, H. Y. Shee, Q.C., R. J. 
Tahourdin, L. Thomas, F. 8. Williams, J. D. Walker, Q.C., Whateley, 
Yates. 

The report stated that the past year had been marked by a considerable 
increase of expenditure, which was attributable in a great degree to the 
influenza epidemic. The total number of members was now 973. 56 
new members had been admitted during the year. The claims for sick pay 
had amounted to £1,032. This sum exceeded by £106 the cost in 1491, 
in which year the claims were greatly in excess of any previous year. 
The £1,032 was distributed to 171 members. The society during the sixty 
years of its existence had paid £20,567 for sick claims. Superannuation 
was paid to forty-eight members, the sum of £1,684 having been paid 
for pensions during the year. The bulk of the pensioners receive 14s. 
per week for life. The total cost of this benefit since 1832 was upwards 
of £30,000. £530 had been distributed di the year in gifts to 
members, their widows and orphans from the Benevolent Fund. 

The loyal toasts having been given from the chair, and honoured with 
the customary enthusiasm, 

The Cxuatrman proposed the toast of the evening: ‘‘ Prosperity to the 
United Law Clerks’ Society.’’ He said that he found that it had been 
the custom of the distinguished men who had filled the chair on former 
occasions of this kind to observe upon the exceptional and remarkable 
conditions under which the profession of the law clerks had been carrie1 
on, and he deliberately thought that this was an observation which ought 
to be repeated as within the ience of each speaker from year to year. 
He for one was glad to add his testimony to the extreme and remarkable 
ability and fidelity with which, according to the observation not only of 
himself, but of every distinguished predecessor at these festivals, the law 
clerks had discharged the duties of their profession, one of the most 
thankless, and one of the most important, and one of the most difficult 
to perform in the whole range of the profession. He said without the 
least fear of contradiction that there was no country in the world in which 
a greater amount of probity and fidelity in the face of temptation and 
with very small prospect of immediate pecuniary reward was to be found 
than in England. And he did most sincerely believe that there was 
no profession in which these qualities of ability, fidelity, strict probity, and 
delicacy existed in greater perfection than in that the members of which 
were gathered together to-night. He had read the reports of the speeches 
made by his predecessors at these festivals so far as he could obtain them, 
and he had seen no mention of any case but one in which a trust extending 
over every hour of the day, and over every sacred secret of life, had been 
betrayed. He had never heard of anything of the kind, except perhaps once 
or twice, and those he thought not well authenticated instances. When he 
thought of the temptations of men not with extraordinarily ample means 
and not extraordinarily remunerated he did think that this profession 
deserved the thanks, not merely of the branches of the profession which they 
who were the guests to-night shared with them, but of the whole commu- 
nity. And he did trust that those who could afford it would from time to 
time assist in promoting the objects to which he would aay more 
fully refer. If there was any branch of society more deserving than 
another he was quite certain that all present felt it was this. He had read 
the report prepared by the officers of the society, and it was a matter for 
congratulation and also for regret. It certainly gave them matter for 
congratulation, because this year, he thought for the first time, the 
number of members of the society had reached a thousand. But he was 
informed that it was estimated that there were something like 4,000 law 
clerks who were in a position to contribute to the funds of the institution 
and to share in its benefits. He could not help thinking that this was not 
at all a satisfactory state of things. One of the great factors in modern 
society was the principle of ype an provision forold age. Centuries ago 
the same object was attained by means of the guilds of one or other of the 
trades and crafts and professions. We were coming back to the old methods 
in these things. He could not help thinking that not merely was it the duty 
of other branches of the profession to subscribe, because nothi 
of this kind could depend upon outside subscriptions alone: but that 
law clerks, whatever the branch of the ion to which they bel ‘ 
should, by every means that could be tried, be, if possible, bony woke 
membership of the society. Because everything of this kind must 
not upon individual effort, but upon the enterprize being carried out 
the most extended basis possible. If all the members of the 
were brought to understand the importance of the institution it would be 
placed upon : — a a ~ — would render it self- 
sustaining and increasingly important. He most vague | 8 
for consideration by the members, both of the barrister wititor 
branches of the profession, that they should make it—if not a sine que nen, 
or even, so far as possible, a condition of employment—that at rate 
that they should strongly urge upon their clerks that they t to 
become members of the society, He thought that if the officers were to 
devise, as they might devise, some plan by which all clerks, for a very 
small subscription, might attain to limited in its ad 





and other clerks who chose to the fr ‘Seulee might attain to 
fuller advantages, it would be snefit in ine the nrembership, 
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Some other minor reforms had been suggested. It had been suggested | responded for the Bench. He observed that from 1833 to 1840 the chair 
that it would be an advantage if the anniversury festival were held in | at these festivals had not been filled by a judge. In 1841 the Lord Chief 
November, as at present the engagements of many of the members | Baron had presided for the first time, and since then the society had never 
interfered with the attendances at the festival. It had also been | been in want of a judge to preside on these occasions. The judges had 
mentioned to him that further funds were wanted in order that the | always been ready to come forward, to become presidents of the society, 
amount expended in compensation to the widows of members might be | and to do all they could to advance its interests. 
increased. It was quite needless that he should enlarge upon this point. Mr. Crump, Q.C., having returned thanks on behalf of the Bar, 
All those who were acquainted with the subject knew how very precarious Mr. R. Pennincton, vice-president of the Incorporated Law Society, 
were the incomes of the members of the society, how those incomes | acknowledged the compliment for the solicitor branch of the profession. 
might come to an end, and how dire might be the needs of those left | He said he had been requested by the president of the Law Society to 
behind. It required no argument to insist upon the necessity of that fund | express his regret that owing toa prior engagement he was unable to be 
being increased. Something like £100,000 had been distributed in| present. He could say on behalf of the president that, having been 
benefits since the formation of the society, and something like £83,000 | closely associated with the society for many years, he took a very great 
had been invested in the funds, but the whole of the funds could only | interest in its welfare; and that he very much regretted he was not here 
furnish something like 14s. a week as a maximum benefit to a member. | to-night to respond to the toast. The toast was ‘‘The Bench, the Bar, 
He could not do less than appeal to those who were well-to-do in any | and the Profession,’’ that was to say, in other words, as he (Mr. Penning- 
branch of the profession to secure that subscriptions, not necessarily of large | ton) interpreted it, that ‘‘ the profession ” consisted of solicitors, and clerks 
amount, should be forthcoming, so that there migkt be a certainty of an | to solicitors, and clerks to barristers. It was said, and he could quite believe 
annual result which was desired in order that the funds of the society | it, that the profession of the law was not altogether what it was. Solicitors, 
might be placed on a good and sound footing. He wished, as far as he | at any rate, felt that the times had changed very much. They were 
could, to strike this keynote for the subsequent proceedings. No | afflicted with new Acts of Parliament, new orders, new regulations affecting 
rational mind could contemplate without terror the possibility of the | them ina very important particular, that was to say, the remuneration which 
profession of the law clerks ceasing to exist. If the past Lord Chan- | they were to receive for the services they rendered. However that might 
cellors now living and the present Lord Chancellor were by any unfor- | be, he had great confidence in the future of the profession, and when he said 
tunate cataclysm to be swept away, there would not be the smallest | ‘‘the profession ’’ he meant not only the solicitors, but he meant that import- 
difficulty in filling their places. Nor would there be the least danger in | ant part of a solicitor’s establishment, their clerks. Without them he did 
filling from the ranks of the bar any number of vacancies in such offices | not know how the profession of a solicitor could be carried on at all. He 
as that of the Attorney-General and Solicitor-General. It would not be | himself was in this position—either a happy one or an unhappy one, as peopie 
impossible to discover some mechanical means of supplying any quantity | might think—that he was carrying on business alone, without a partner, 
of material for filling up vacancies which might occur in the judicial | and he should like anyone to tell him how he would get on in his profession 
bench-—there was no fear of any failure in the supply, but supposing that | unless he had an able body of clerks to assist him. It would be absolutely 
the law clerks were to strike, who could imagine the possibilities of the | impossible, he should collapse; and he felt himself under the greatest 
social problem which would be presented? Barristers would find them- | obligation to those gentlemen who assisted him in the daily work of his 
selves without anybody to bring them their briefs, and there would be | life. He trusted that the result of this festival would be to bring a large 
nobody to tell them where their briefs were or what the judges were doing. | addition to the funds of this most useful society, and that it would be able 
Society would be disorganized down to the lowest strata. When they had | to extend its operations so that the clerks of all solicitors and barristers 
a profession which ramified so deeply into everything sacred and secret, | might join it, for he was certain it would be wise of them to do so. He 
what could they do but drink the health of the society which represented | hoped that in course of time this, in common with the other benevolent 
its interests with all cordiality. societies connected with the profession, would prosper to its utmost 

The toast was drunk upstanding, and with three times three. desires. 

The Cuarrman proposed the health of ‘‘ The Officers of the Society.’ At this point Mr. Justice Wright left the hall, and the chair was taken 
He eaid it was right and proper and desirable that they should recognize | by Mr. Crump. 
the great value of the services of the individual officers of the society. Mr. W. R. Kenvepy, Q.C., gave the toast of “‘ The Honorary Stewards.”’ 
They told him they did not wish specially to be referred to, but he was Mr. G. Canny, Q.C., having returned thanks, 





sure it would be to the satisfaction of everyone if he mentioned the name Mr. Lynvon Bett proposed the toast of ‘‘ The Ladies,” 
of the late Mr. Rogers, who for so many years had represented the oldest Mr. Tupor Howe tt responding in very happy terms. 
interests of the society. But of those who were yet active on behalf of Subscriptions and donations were announced to the amount of £400. 


the society were Mr. Wildey, chairman of the stewards, who had been! The musical arrangements were under the direction of Miss Ella 
connected with it for twenty years; Mr. Woodward, chairman of the | Thomson, assisted by Miss Lilian Foote, Mr. Braxton Smith, and Mr. 
Committee of Management for something like the same period: Mr. | David Hughes. Pianiste, Miss E. Hastings Warren, R.A.M. 

Sprague, the treasurer; and Mr. Freeman. These were all representative 
of those who had taken part in the practical work cf the society. Mr. ——— 
Crump and Mr. Bankes had also rendered substantial aid. 





Mr. J. E. Baxxes returned thanks. 
Mr. Horwoop, Q.C., Recorder of Liverpool, in appreciative terms pro- LEGAL NEWS. 
none ah ogg of the Chairman, which was drunk upstanding, and with OBITUARY. 


Mr. Epwarp Kent Karsiake, Q.C., died on Tuesday, at the age of 
seventy-one. He was educated at Oxford, was called to the bar in 
1846, and was made a Queen’s Counsel in 1866. He was for some years 
M.P. for Colchester. 


The Cuatnman having briefly responded, 

Mr. Mostacve Crackanruorre, Q.C., gave the toast ‘‘ The Bench, the 
Bar, and the Profession.’” He remarked that of the Bench it was impos- 
sible to speak too highly. Engiand had the happy fortune of recruiting 
her Bench from the Bar, and in that particular she was distinguished, he | 
believed, from every one of the Continental countries. The Bar, on the | APPOINTMENTS. 
other hand, was always in touch with the Bench, because it supplied the | gir Fuaxcts Henny Jeune has been appointed President of the Probate, 
members of the Bench. But they were all members of a common pro- Divorce, and Admiralty Division, in succession to the late Sir Charles Butt. 
fession, and the eminent solicitors he aw before him were as deserving of | gir Francis Jeune is the son of the Right Rev. Francis Jeune, late Bishop 
every compliment that could be paid to them by the public as those who | of Peterborough. He was born in 1844, and was educated at Harrow and 
were their mouthpieces only in the courts, and who only spoke according | Balliol College, Oxford, of which he was M.A. He was a fellow of Hertford 
to the instructions they had received. But, indeed, the profession had | College. He became a student at the Inner Temple in January, 1864, and 
scant justice done to it if there were left out from it that body of men | wag called to the bar on the 17th of November, 1868, and practised on the 
whose cervices they were especially met together to commemorate to-night ; | South-Eastern Circuit. He was appointed Q.C. in 1888. In 1881 he 
he meant thore who were sometimes spoken of as the rank and file of the | married Susan Mary Elizabeth, widow of Lieutenant-Col. the Hon. John 
profession, but who were often the consulting officers of the army, for they | Constantine Stanley, and daughter of the late Mr. Keith Stewart 
were those who marshalled the observation: and facts which in time | \fackenzie, of Seaforth, co. Ross, and has issue. In January, 1891, he 
became speeches, and ultimately the decisions of the judges. He could | was appointed a judge of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Divirion 
not conceive too highly of that class. We were living in troublous times. | on the retirement of Sir James Hannen and the appointment of Sir Charles 
It was raid that commercial business was falling off. It was quite true | Butt as President of the division. 
that there was a tendency in the present day to arbitrate. He was glad . . . ea om 
to think that the Council of Judges had been sitting now for several weeks | _ Mr. Joun Gonri1. Barnes, Q.C., of 2, I aper-buildings, ‘I emple, and 14, 
in order to reconcile the public to the cheapness and the expedition of the | Kensington-gardens, W., has been appointed to succgpd Sir Francis Jeune 
law. He had immense confidence in the resolutions which would shortly | 4 judge of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division. Mr. Barnes is 
see the light. If public report spoke the truth there would be an altera- | the eldest son of the late Mr. Henry Barnes, shipowner, of Liverpool, and 
tion of the ‘tnllags and changes in other ways. He hoped by the | W4% born in 1849. He was educated at Peterhouse, Cambridge. He 
distribution of the judicial forces that the judges would be able to over- | became a student of the Inner Temple on the 19th of April, 1873, and 
take the liste of arrears, which on paper looked extremely long, but which | was called to the bar on the 26th of January, 1876, and was a member of 
somehow or other, when taken in hand by able judges, had a way of | the Northern Circuit. On the 20th of A ril, 1881, he married Mary 
collapsing in a singularly rapid manner. When the public understood | Humpston, eldest daughter of the late Mr. Thos. Mitchell, of West 
that this was the case, and that, instead of going to arbitration, which | Athurlie. He was appointed Queen’s Counsel in 1888. 
returned them a kind of haphazard judgment, they could as rapidly get Mr. F. G. Frrcn, solicitor, of 15, Devonshire-square, Bishopsgate, was 
the best intellect of England brought to bear on their causes, he could not | on the 27th of May, 1892, elected by the parishioners of the parish of St. 
but believe that that which was at present rather left on the horizon would | sotolph Without Bishopsgate, Vestry Clerk and Assistant Overseer, and 
come again into the foreground and bring prosperity to them all Clerk under the Local Tithe Act, by a large majority over the other candi- 

Mr. T. H. Baru, Q.C., Judge of the Court of Passage, Liverpool, ' dates. These offices were held for many years by his late partner, Mr. A. 
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H. Clapham. Mr. Fitch was admitted in Michaelmas Term, 1864, and 
was a prizeman at his examination. 

Mr. Narrer Hiccrns, Q.C., has been appointed a Justice of the Peace 
for the county of Bucks. 

Mr. Erxest Rozert Cuampton (Champion & Sens), solicitor, 17, Iron- 
monger-lane, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Champion was admitted in March, 1884. * 

Mr. Davip Cocuranz, solicitor, Birmingham, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Cochrane was admitted in January, 1886. 

Mr. Francts Mereprrn Day, solicitor, Fenny Stratford, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Day was admitted in June, 
1888. 

Mr. ALEXANDER JAmEs Fenton, solicitor, Staines, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Fenton was admitted in September, 1878, 
after passing the final examination with honours. 

Mr. Wm. Axruvr Waxotey, solicitor, Tonbridge, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wardley was admitted in July, 1885. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 


Mr. E. Luanrarr Lewes, of Central-buildings, North John-street, 
Liverpool, solicitor, has taken Mr. Henry Woo.corr, of Kendal, into 
rtnership, and the practice will be continued under the style of Snow- 
all, Lewes, & Woolcott. Mr. Woollcott was admitted with honours in 
August, 1882. 
DissoLutions. 

Richarv Kyicut and Cures Sroyegs, solicitors (Knight & Stones), 
Huddersfield. May 24. 

Rosert Martin and Epwarp Power Bitsroven, solicitors (Martin & 
Bilbrough), 157, Fenchurch-street, London. April 8. The said Robert 
Martin will continue his business at the same address. [(azette, May 27. 





GENERAL. 

The late Sir Charles Butt was interred in the cemetery at Wiesbaden. 

At Cambridge on the 11th inst. honorary degrees are to be conferred 
on Sir Henry James and Sir Richard Webster. 

On Tuesday, on Sir Francis Jeune’s taking his seat for the first time as 
President in the Admiralty Division, he was cordially congratulated by 
Sir W. Phillimore on behalf of the bar, and in a few suitable words 
returned his acknowledgments. 


Messrs. Sonnenschein announce Professor Rumsey’s ‘* Handbook for 
Employers and Employed,’’ the ‘third volume of their series of ‘‘ Legal 
Handbooks.”’ It gives an account of the law down to May, 1892, and 
includes the important Factory and Workshop Act of 1891. 


The St. James’s Gazette says that one of the subjects under the considera- 
tion of the Council of Judges which has been sitting for some time is the 
shortening of the long vacation, and it is understood that their lordships 
propose to curtail it by about a fortnight. The Michaelmas Sitting would, 
under the new arrangement, begin about the 10th of October instead of 
the 24th, as at present. The change, if decided on, will not come into 
operation until next year. 


The following gentlemen have been duly proposed as candidates for the 
ensuing election of members of the Bar Committee, viz. :—Mr. Buszard, 
Q.C., Mr. Forbes, Q.C., Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Bucknill, 
Q.C., Mr. Buckley, Q.C.. Mr. Chadwyck-Healey, Q.C., Sir Sherston 
Baker, the Hon. A. Lyttelton, and Messrs. A. Young, W. Graham, T. T. 
Methold, Yate Lee, ‘I’. Snow, J. F. Oswald, F. Marshall, C. Mathews, 
V. E. Smith, J. A. Foote, and H. D. Bonsey. Only sixteen candidates 
can be elected. 

The Zines says that an interesting event will take place at Bury on 
Saturday. In return for the great Parliamentary services rendered to the 
textile operatives by Sir Henry James, the Central Executive Council of 
that body resolved to present the right hon. gentleman with a substantial 
testimonial. This honour was declined, and therefore the presentation of 
an address was resolved on. Some 500 delegates from nearly every town 
and village in Lancashire and Yorkshire where textile oie exist will 
attend at Bury in order to do honour to its member and to express the 
gratitude of the trade generally for the successful manner in which Sir 
Henry James framed and carried two Acts of Parliament tending greatly 
to the benefit of the textile vperatives. 


In the course of the hearing of the Barnard Peerage case, says the Z'imes, 
Mr. Trower, who had drawn the will of the late Duke of Cleveland, dated 
the 9th of February, 1891, which has been revoked by a subsequent will, 
was called as a witness. (n being questioned by Mr. Asquith with regard 
to the communications that had passed between himself and tbe late duke 





the witness said that he desired to take the opinion of their lordships as to | 


how fur he was bound to state what had passed between himself and the 
duke in their relations of solicitor and client. After a long consultation 
between their lordghips, the Lord Chancellor asked Sir Henry James 
Whether it was worth while to press this evidence. Sir H. James said he 
would not press the evidence. 

The Electrician says :—-Electricity seems destined to afford lawyers of 
all lands an opportunity of shewing their professional skill at splitting 
hairs. In America several legal questions have cropped up. Is elec- 
tricity dutiable’ Can it be stolen’ In France it was a moot point until 
4 short time ago whether an electrical supply company was a socicté civile 


or a société commerciale—a matter of no little importance to investors, who 
in the latter case would only be liable for the amount of their shares. A 
société commerciale, it appears, is one which has for its principal object 
‘‘the accomplishment of arts of commerce,” such as buyiug raw ma 

and reselling it at a profit, manufactured, or in its natural state. The Edison 
Company of St. Etienne, summoned before the Tribunal of Commerce of 
that town by one of its customers, declined to submit to the jurisdiction 
of the court, on the ground that the supply of electricity from a central 
station did not constitute a commercial act, ‘‘the company only sold a 
product which it gathered from nature, and which was a res wullius.”” 
The Tribunal of Commerce nevertheless declared itself competent to try 
the case; and on appeal its decision was upheld; so that in France, at 
any rate, electricity when supplied from a certral station must be deemed 
a manufactured article. 








COURT PAPERS. 


CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 

Baron Pottock and Mr. Justice A. L. Surrn will remain in Town. 
Nortice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the circuit 

towns both civil and criminal business must be ready to be taken on 

the first working day ; in other cases the note appended to the name 

of the circuit town indicates the day before which civil business will 

not be taken. In the case of circuit towns to which two judges go 
there will be no alteration in the old practice. 





— 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, May 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
MITED In CHANCERY. 
Tovseoass Corroxs Press Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 27, to 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Maurice 
Black, 8, Old Jewry. Faithfull & Owen, Victoria st, Westminster, solors for liquidator 
Vickers & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, to John White, 37, Brown st, 
Manchester 
West or Exeiaxp Coytrracr Co, Linrreno—Creditors are required, on or before June 15, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their claims and debts, to A. 8. 
Hendry, 7, Saltram pl, Plymouth. W. W. Rickeard, solor for liquidator 


Unsuimitep 1n Cuancery. 

Newcast_e-vpox-Tyxe Home Trape Insurance Association—Creditors are required, on 
or before June 28, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to J. Stanley Mitcalfe, Maritime bldgs, Newcastle on Tyne 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Detwica Co-orerative Society, Luutep, 12, Whateley rd, East Dulwich. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, May 31 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimrTrep 1x CHANCERY. 

Baker’s Hypravurc Drepcer, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 8, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims. to John Francis 
Clarke, 41, Coleman st Winter & Co, Bedford row, solors for liquidator 

Marker Rasen Egurrasie Co-operative anv Isvusre:at Sociery, Limrrep- Creditors 


May 25 








are required, on or before June 11, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of | 


their debts or claims, to Percy Taylor, Caistor, Bank Manager 
Proxeers or Masnonxacanp Synpicate, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 27, 
directed to be heard on June 14. Henry, Furnival’s inn, solor for petners. Notice of 


| Harpine, 


appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of | 


June 13 

T. H. es KEX & Co, 
heard on June 14. Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury sq, solors for petners, Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
June 13 





‘Wagsixe To ixrenpine House Puncnasess & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting | 1, yons, ANDREW, 


a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cflices, &c.—{ Apvr. 


CRrDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

don Gazette.—Fripay, May 13. 


Baxts, Grorce, Spofforth — York, Farmer. June 14. 
Dunn, Leeds 





Wood, North, J. 


Pike 


Dunn 
, Bretherton, Lancaster, Colliery Promietor. June 17. 


2, 
Con _o Freperi 
Orford, Manchester 


Pike, Registrar, Manchester. 


Senn, Saar Axx, Thornton Heath, Croydon. June 10. Tiso« Gilfillan, North, J. 
Nickinson, Chancery lane 
Tarwor, Jonx, Eccles, Lancaster, Gent. June 17. Taylor y Taylor, Registrar, Man- 
chester. Bowden, Manchester 
Londun Gazette.—Turspay, May 17. 
June 15. Lacey v Barritt, Chitty, J. 


Barratt, Rosert, Heigham, Norwich, Builder. 
irn, Norwic 
Brices. Antave Leuver, Astley Bridge, nr Bolton, Cotton Spinner. 
Clarke, Stirling, J. Bailey & Son, Bolton 
Cvntis, Cuarces Janes, Tunbridge Wells. Hotel Keeper, and Exizapern Curtis, Bartho- 


June 13. Ormrod v 


lomew rd, Kentish Town. June 17. Bedford v Muller, Stirling, J. Crosley & 
Burn, Moorgate st bldgs 
London Gazelte.—Tvurspay, May 24. 


Buse, Cuances Svar, Garfield rd, Lavender hill. June 22. Lucas y Barnard, Chitty, 
& Taylor, Lincoln’s inn fields 
McMa+ TER, Wiis, Liverpool, Shipowner. June 2%). Jones v McMaster, Kekewich, J., 


at District Registry, Government bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool. Thompson, Liver- 


| Evison, Benyamix, Gt Grimsby, Insurance Agent June 27 


| Heap, 
LimtteEp—Petn for winding up, presented May 26, directed to be | 


Liarvet, Mary Ann, Winforton Rectory, co Hereford July 1 


| Minwes, Heyry, Girlington, Yorks, Lathe Maker 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, May 234. 

Arwoop, Axye, Portishead, Somerset July 11 Humfrys, Hereford 

Barker, Cuartorre, Cockington, Torquay July 16 Barber, Halifax 

Barker, Lypia, Canterbury July 6 Johnson, Faversham 

Bexsert, Harry, Albion bldgs, Bartholomew close, Mantle Manufacturer 

Vincent & Vincent Budge row 

Berry, Perer, Skelmersdale, Lancs, Esq June 24 Woodcock & Penny, Wigan 

Bickerstarr, Epwarp, Preston, Contractor June 25 Clarke, Preston 

Biacksiey, Sovuy, Bath June 20 Lee & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Bosroy, Any, Northallerton June 20 Waistell, Northallerton and Darlington 

Bourcuier, Frances Mary, High st, Putney July 1 Chilcott, Chancery lane 

Bray, Marc aretr, Great Mongeham, Kent June 17 Hallett & Co, Ashford 

Broomriz.p, Jounx, Minstead, co Southampton May 31 Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 

Byna, Esty, Ospringe, Kent July6 Johnson, Faversham 

Campion, GrorGe ALEXANDER, Fentiman rd, Clapham rd, Medical Student 

Salt, New inn, Strand 

CAUDLE, Louis A, Brighton June 24 

CornaLi, Tuomas, Bury, Plumber 

Dwerrynovse, Ricuarp, Hale, Lancs, Steamship Broker 

Dysox, Eowanrp, Hudderstield, formerly Draper June 18 


June 24 


June 27 


Leach & Deedes, Lancaster pl, Strand 
June 4 Openshaw, Bury 
July 1 Hill & Co, Liverpool 
Hall & White, Huddersfield 
Barker, Grimsby 
Gaypy, Ans, Lytham, Lancs July1 P & J Watson, Bury 
Gower, Samvet, Bread st, Lace Merchant June 30 Gower, Broad st House 
Tuomas, Holloway rd, Gent June 24 Nokes & Stammers, Basinghall st 
Hawtey, Jou, Billesden, Leics, Baker June ll Freer & Co, Leicester 
Jaxv, Butterworth, Rochdale June 24 Wiles, Rochdale 
Hosson, Mitrox, Herne Bay, Kent July1 W & T Carpenter, Lawrence Pountney lane 
Hout, Aueris, Burnley, Innkeeper August1 Emmett, Burnley 
Leg, Mary Burcu, Upper Stanley st, Manchester June 24 Dowse, Manchester 
Kendall & Co, Carey st, 
Lincoln's inn : 
Colv: a cres, West Hackney, Merchant 
Son, Gray's inn x 


July 31 Vanderpump & 


Junes8 Robinson & Co, Bradford 


Morcay, Srevien, Tenby, Blacksmith July1 Lock, Tenby 


| Mucus, Wit11am Joun, Liverpool, Bookkeeper July 6 Mackay & Cornish, Liverpool 


' Swrru, Anna, Montague sq 


O’Sutiivay, Very Rev Canon Micitaet, Solihull, co Warwick July 1 
mingham 

Perry, Exiza Any Cocuxan, Devizes, Wilts June 30 Jones & Co, Liverpool 

Puituips, Cuartotrre Carotine, Hampton Wick July 1 Collyer-Bristows, Bedford row 

Price, Ton as, Cardiff, retired Farmer June 30 Cousins, Cardiff 

Prockxrer, Rosert, Princes st, Spitalfields, Solicitor June 21 
Prince’s st, Spitalfields 

Raper, Joun, Stockton on Tees, Draper Aug4 Watson & Co, Stockton on Tees 

Rees, Dayier Hamitton WALKER, Waterloo, Lanes, Spice Miller June 25 ‘Thompson, 


Liverpool 

Rosiysoy, £ LLIOTT a wo Watford, Herts, Stockbroker’s Clerk 
Co, John st, Bedford row 

Rust, Exizaveru Saran, Upperthorpe, Sheffield June 30 Scott, Gloucester 

Rypox, Hesry Witi1am, Richmond, Surrey, Builder June 30 Skewes Cox & Co, 
Lancaster pl, Strand 


O'Conner, Bir- 


Prockter & Grimes, 


Junell Futvoye & 


July 2 
Swrrn, Mary, Croston, Lancs June 25 
St mee er, Hermann, Gt St Helens, Timber Agent 


-oln’s inn 
Turneutt, Harnierr Mary, Torquay July 14 Cookson & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Virtur, James Srrent, City rd, Publisher June 30 Morley & Co, Old Broad st 

Wane, James, Penarth, Glam, Esq July 14 Morris & Son, Cardiff 

Wurruone, Jous Pescov, Westcott, Dorking, Surrey, Gent July 6 
borough st 


Wainwright & Baillie, Staple inn 
Clarke, Preston 


July1 Arnould & Son, New ct, Lin- 


Mayhew, Gt Marl- 















pool Wises, Joux, Barton on Humber, Gent July1 Nowell & Dix, Bartun on Humber 
ITCY N TE Hannisox, Joux, Accrington, Labourer Blackburn Pet | Sravcer, Frevenick, Whitby, Yorks, Grocer Stockton 
BANKRUI TCY NOTICES. May 23 Ord May 23 an on Tees and Middlesborough Pet May 21 Ord 
Loudon Gazelte,—Fuipay, May 27. Hakeins, Rosenr Orme, City ‘rd, Corn Merchant High May 24 
-ECEIVING ( . Court Pet May 23 Ord May 23 Sianiey, Jou, late of Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolver- 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Hraty. T J, Bootle, Corn Dealer Liverpool Pet May 9 | hampton Pet May 5 Ord May 21 : 
Bustcurre, Tnomas Waeixc, Horse Shoe yard, Brook st, Or 1 May 23 | Sranpury, 1LL1AM, Leadenhall st, Commercial Clerk 
Hanover sq, Builder High Court Pet May 23 Ord How , Jaues, Swansea, Brick Manufacturer Swansea | High Court Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
May 2% Pe “May 24 Ord May 21 | Srepmax, Wituiam, Tenbury, Wores, Grocer’s Assistant 
Boorn, Geonce H. Moorgate st, Solicitor High Court Howerr, Hexny, Melton Mowbray, Baker Leicester Pet | Leominster Pet May 24 Ord May 24 . : 
Pe May 17 (Ord May 24 May 23 Ord May 23 a | oe Bradford, Egg Dealer Bradford Pet 
Buuoes, 8, Lee, Kent, Gent Greenwich Pet May3 Ord Kxowne r wa . 7 owsabury Pe a rd Ma 
May 2 E Las K May Oud pale’ sbury, Mison Dewsbury Pet | ee 4 Isaac, Lianboidy, Carmarthenshire, Builder 
Beesauv, J B, New Ion yard, Shoreditch, 1 pholsts Ter ri - s aw P 1 \ Pct May 7” Pembroke Doc k Pet May 241 Ord May 24 
Warehouseman High Court Pet May5 Ord May2i ~* =” ( 7 ns Deer Lakh ‘Te ay | Torwam, Ropyns Evwanp, Manchester, Hat Trimming 
Cane, Jusernu Ganivarvt, Darlington, Grocer Stockton on s ied M ay 2 | Manufacturer Manchester Pet May 23 Ord May 2 
Tees and Middlesborough Pet May 23 Ord May 2 Lew SEW SITE, , Wists Joseen, Kendal, Butcher Kendal | Warens, Josery, Maltex, Skepmaker Halifax Pet May 
Casips and Broan, Cale st, Chelsea, Zine Workers High Pet May 21 Ord M ty 21 25 Ord May 2 
Court Pet May 1 Ord May 24 Mastie, Euwann, Mepatene, Secretary to Church Institute | Wue an, James, Bradfor 1, Botanic Druggist Bradford 
Crtixsox, Witisan, Hearn st, C urtain rd, Boap Manufac- Maidstone Pet May 245 Ord May 23 Pet May zl Ord May 21 2 
turer High Court Pet May Ord May 24 Me.von, Joux Tuoma ae iverpor 1, Milk Dealer Liverpool Wituiams, Levi Anrnun Langley, nr Oldbury, Worcs, 
Davies, Srernex Puss, € ifyny dd, nr Pontypridd, Glam, Pet May 25 Ord May 25 Builder Dudley Pet Apr #0 Ord May 12 
mn Pontypridd Pet May 2% Ord May 2 | Moncax, Moucas, Merthyr Tydfil, Innkeeper Merthyr | Wooprnonre, Rossnr Gronce, Southsea, Tronmonger 
Derruiuscer, P, Villa rd, Brixton, Comminion Agent Tydfil Pet May 25 Ord May 25 Portsmouth Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
rat, — » Shy tn, * ae ete Pat _ Annem Gasnss. 54 — — Tobacconist | The following amended notice ix substituted for that pubs 
jun), Yok, Boot Dealer York Pet oy a Ord Veransox, James, Haslingden, Lancs, Yarn Agent Black- lished in the London (iazette, May 20: 
yu burn Pet May 25 Ord May 25 | Custerr, Henny, Meare, Somerset, Farmer Wells Pet 
Evas4, a gees, Pontypridd, Gls am, Irontnonger Pontypridd Pwrens, Leer Guay, Gamlingay, Cambs, Builder Bedford May 17 Ord May 17 
Eves A May 21 Liverpecl. Hotel Keeper Liverpool Pet Pet Ms / ws On eae = ili ToS H The following amended notice is substituted for that 
April 6 Ord May 24 7 i “Ord ‘May 25 Prog a =e aatings | published in the London Gazette, May 24: 
tive, Joux, Heywood, Lancs, Tin Viate Worker Bolton Provrnury, Jouw Hexny, Sedgley, Staffs, Grocer Dudley | Zimmeuman, Wits1am, late uf Manchester, Jeweller Man- 
Pa May 11 Ord May & Pet May 24 Ord May 21 | chester Pet May 20 Ord May 2 
Mais, Jonn, Hilgay, Nortolk, Carpenter King’s Lynn Rowsey, Tnowas, Stourport, Wores, Licensed Victualler 
Pet May Z Or May 73 Kidderminster Pet May Ord May 20 FIRST MEETINGS 
Mats, Josurn, Heathtield, Buesex, Labourer Tunbridge Kuan, Paut, Kineon, nr Parkstone, Dorset, Dairy Farmer pong , 
Ais Pet May il Ord May 2% Poole Pet May “1 Ord May 21 Bauny, James Gurvenmar, Chilton, Bucks, Farmer June 
Haxvy, Borner, Stratford Market, West Haim, Potato wnoox, Warren, Northchurch, Herts, Grocer Ayles- 4at% 1, Bt Aldate’s, Oxford 


Balestuan High Coust Pe May % Ord May % 
Harare, Wiss 
bridge 


“busy Pet May 23 
Tun- , Hanny, 


ford Pet Miy 14 


54%, Bo = Ken‘, 
Pet May 24 Ord May 14 


Surveyor 
¢ Welle ’ 


Ord May 2 
iuleswade, 
Ord May 2; 





Dixo , CHARLES, the elder, Gronar Dixow, and Cuanies 
Dixox, the younger, York, Boot Dealers June 9 at 
law Off lec, Youk 


Beds, Slaughterman Wed- 
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Fietpes, FREDERICK, Southsea, Builder June 7 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Cambridge J a. High st, Portsmouth 
Freevanp, SaMvEL GEorG , Angmering 5, Coe, aad 

June 3at12 Off Rec, 4 Pavilion bldgs 

GLovER, am a aywood, Lanes, Tinplate See i 

Recess, eaters «x Cuar.es, Gosport, Cab Propeistor 
June 8 at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, 
Portsmouth 

Hausiixc, Revsen, Canterbury, Gunmaker June 17 at 10 
Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 

HAWKES, Guage Ricuarp, Sulgrave, Northamptonshire, 
Boot and Shoe Maker June3at3 1, St ‘Aldate® s, Ox- 


—e Dene 3 


rd 
cae, Davip, Sandown, I of W, Farmer June 3 at 2.30 
Holyrood chmbrs, Newport, I of W 
Hoses, GeorcE, Sou Ironmonger June 8 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portmouth 
Howett, Henry, Melton Mowbray, Baker June3 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Hoyer, THomAs Rosert Witt 1am, Southsea, Professor of 
Music June 7 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, 
High st, Portsmouth 
IvouaM, Emaxu EL, Accrington, Cabinet Maker June 29 at 
1.30 County court house, Blackburn 
than Raenae Accrington, Cabinet Maker June 29 at 
1 County Court house, Blackburn 
Jones, Davin Henry, Tydfil, Grocer June 9 at 12 
Off Rec, Merthyr 


MANTLE, Epw ARD, Weideone, Secretary to Church Insti- 
tute June16at3 Off Rec, Week st, Maidstone 

Muuuwver, Joun CurHBert, Gateshead, Furniture Dealer 
June 8 at 12.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


mae Parrick Joseru, Plumstead, Kent, late Licensed 
Victualler June 3 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
brid 

Op, cler ey Frepertck Cuaries, Newcastle on Tyne, 
pad Secretary of a Limited Co June 8 at 11.30 

ff Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

i= Frank, Kensi n ens sq, Musician June 3 at 
1 Bankruptcy bl ry st 

Russei,, WILLIAM Henry, Clapham, Surrey, Gent June 
8 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Suergerp, WALTER, Live 501, Butcher June 6 at 2.30 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, iverpool 

STOcKDALE, SAMUEL, Bradford, Dealer June3at 12.30 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, B: ord 

TANSLEY, Jost a, Thorne, Yorks, Colliery Agent June 9 
at TY ff Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Tav a Lott, Barrett’s grove, Stoke Newington, Mer- 

t’s Clerk JuneSat2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


Street 

Tauscorr, Tuomas, Gloucester, Jeweller’s Manager June 
4at1l1 Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 

Wuevay, James, Bradford, Botanic Druggist June 3 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Wiceert, Witt, Heath st, ae Newsagent 
June8ati2 Bankruptcy Didgs, Carey st 

Witxixsox, Rosert, Opens! Manchester, Clerk of 
Works June 3 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge street, 
Manchester 

Wooptnorre, Roserr Gerorce, Southsea, Lronmonger 
June 14 at 12.30 145, Cheapside 

Woopyart, Witt1AM Henry, the younger, Treharris, Glam, 
Outfitter June9 at 3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Batt, Toomas, jun, — Coal Merchant Brighton 
Pet May 13 Ord May 25 
Barna rp, Morris, en sane, Watchmaker Burnley 
‘et May 21 Ord Ma 
Cenem, Estonian eitooen. and Joun Macri 
ral Merchants High Court Pet Mar 11 Ord 


y 
Carr, Joseru GaripaLp1, Darlington, Grocer Stockton on 
Tees and Middles' ugh Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Case, SamurL, Pokesdown, Hants, Builder Poole Pet 
Apr 29 Pet May 20 
CuarLeswortn, Georce Fraycis Turner, Horbury Bridge, 
es Licensed Victualler Wakefield Pet May 2 Ord 


ian Waeeae Jouy, and Arruur Hucn Wess Barker, 
King William st, Strand High Court Pet Mar 21 
Ord May 23 

Dexrern, Joun Leake, and Joun Layastox, High 
pat ey , Bucks, Engineers Aylesbury Pet Apr 7 

y2 

Dixoy, Cuaru a the elder, Grorce Dixon and — Es 
Dixow, the younger, York, Boot Dealers York Pet May 
23 Ord May 24 

Evwarvs, Writiam, Penarth, Glam, Commission Agent 
Cardiff Pet May? Ord May 24 

Exetanp, Russert, Holland pk gdns, Gent High Court 
Pet Dec1 Ord May 23 

Evays, J Ames, Pontypridd, Glam, Ironmonger Pontypridd 
Pet May 23 O ay 23 

ta 6 my Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet April 22 


Gite HRIST 4A Fortess rd er ag Ba Surgeon 
High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord March 
Gene — noes, ieee, Tin Plate Worker Bolton 


H rig Au 

ALL, any s iiey, orfolk, Carpenter 

Pet Ma: Ord: May 23 

Rant os Acerigton, Labourer Blackburn Pet 
May 23 Ord May 

Hanniss, Ronerr tg City ey Ti es Merchant High 
Court Pet May 23 Ord 

Harr p sonnem, at Prescott st, "Whitecha , Merchant’s 

High Court oa Ord May 24 


King’s Lynn 


Hawes, Gronor Ricnarp Sulgrave, Northamptonshire, 
Maker Banbury Pet May 17 Ord May 23 
au, Tuomas, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Watchmaker Brad- 


jord Pet April 22 Ord May 25 
Hower, Hwee) Melton chee, Baker Leicester Pet 
y 23 Ord May 23 
Hownuts, hag ~ letoee. Brick and Tile Manufacturer 
Pet May % ‘Ord M. 


Joana Ris: Cunisrorurn, Victoria Pk sq, Bethnal 





Green Cabinet Manufacturer High Court Pet May 
21 Ord May 24 

Lester, Fanyy Any, Leeds, Dressmaker Leeds Pet May 
23 Ord ng 

Lewrawaire, Witi1aM Josep, Kendal, Butcher Kendal 
Pet May 24 May 24 

Mayr ie, Eowarp, Maidstone, Secretary to the Church In- 

idstone Pet ‘May 23 Ord May 23 

Moreay, ert Merthyr 3 Innkeeper Merthyr 
Tydfil Fas, 2 y 25 Ord 

Partison, ApThur GeorGe, aloe, a Tobacconist 

orthallerton Pet May 21 Ord hy 
nam. Yarn Agent Black- 

burn Pet May 25 Ord May 

PERRIN, awe Stockbridge, Hast, | Contractor 
Southampton Pet Ma Ord Ma: 

Per Leet = Geax, Gon Gomlingsy, Cambs, Builder Bedford 

Rose, x, Hon, late Corn Cornwall erdns, Kensington High Court 

March 18 

Seasroox, WALTER, ny Northchurch, Herts, Grocer Ayles- 
bury Pet May 23 Ord May 

a WaALrter, Liverpool, Butcher Liverpool Pet 
A Ord May 


ene = | ES. Bury x, St James High Court Pet Feb 9 


May 24 
Surx, —, yey Yea yy Cloth Manufacturer 
So Ww > Tao ” Reading Timber 
2 ILLIAM THOMAS. » 
chant’s Pet Mar 29 Ord April 13 
Sraser, an i ony Y Grocer Stockton on 
Tees and Mid 


deni, Worse y24 Ord May 24 

STEDMAN, Wittiauy T a Grocer’s Assistant 
Leominster Pet Ma: y 24 

Srevart, CLauDE have 3 gs Y Blackfriars, of no 
occupation High Gout Pet Jan8 Ord May 24 

uecanenm, Couetiy Deaeered, Egg Dealer Bradford Pet 
May 23 rem 

Tuomas, Isaac, 


Carmarthenshire, Builder 
Pembroke Dock Lanta, Ord May 24 


Truscott, Tuomas, Govier, Jeweller’s TWenager Glou- 
eester Pet Ma Ord May 24 

Warers, Josepu, ifax, Skepmaker Halifax Pet May 
25 Ord May 25 


Wut — James, Bradford, Botanic Druggist Bradford 
Pet 21 Ord May 21 

WInrTox, em ces Srvart, Birkenhead, Sweet Dealer 
Liverpool Pet May 21 Ord May 25 


The — amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, May 20 


Cuis. ig) ee eet Somerset, mnt Wells Pet 
May i7 Ord May 1 


London ie May 31. 


RECEIVING Ne rage 
Amess, Tuomas James, Canterb’ Wholesale Dealer 
terbury Pet May 26 Ord y 26 
Baiey, Octavius, Beck Kent, Gamngerte Fruiterer 
Croydon Pet May 26 May 26 
Bonny, ARTHUR, beeeylk rd, Bromley by Bow, Manager 
oF ns allemand High Court Pet May 27 


BriegNat, Tecewniink Cuarces, Melksham, Wilts, Book- 
seller Bath Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Cappick, Ricnarp, Wolbers, Tron iiccliant Walsall 

et May 27 Ord May 27 

Crarke, ALYRED WALTER, Holloway rd, ey meget Manu- 
facturer h Court Pet May 26 Ord May 

CRABTREE, WILLIAM Torten, Bradford, Builder Bradford 
Pet May 27 Ord Ma: bap fod 

Danigt, Micuakt, late of Astwood Bank, Weom, Innkeeper 
Birmingham Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Euuiotr, Anrv R, Te Sussex, Grocer Brighton 


y27 Ord 
Gamuiper, ALbert Epwakp, Leicester, Chemist Leicester 
Pet May 26 Ord May 27 


GARRETT, Avalon Dunnett, 
Royal 


mt, Major 
Artillery Canterbury Ord 


Ken’ 
"May ll 
May 27 ‘ - 
Georcr, James, Bristol, Dealer in Fine Arts Bristol Pet 
May 26 y 26 


Gaignan: Joseru, Gateshead, Gas Foreman Neweastle on 
Tyne Pet May 24 Ord’May 24 
Grirriras, WILiiam piney Wolverhampton, late 
Grocer Wolverhampton Pet May13 Ord May 27 
ey = and Frepeaice Scurr, Tonmawr, 
eath, @ one Proprietors Swansea t 
tee 14 Ord Muy 97 7 
Hamittoy, Joun Kenxeta, Levenshulme, 
vision Dealer Manchester Pet May 28 Ord pat 
Hinks, James, Birmingham, General Daaler in Live 
Bi Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
Humrurerys, Cuarces, Paternoster row, Secondhand Book 
seller High Court Pet ny 26 Onl cake A 
Isaac ad — ss Pet 
Ma 
Is.es, Row, accom Hants, Farmer Salisbury Pet 
May 26 Ord May 


Kepé.iry, Henry Witt ont Samvust Borron Troro- 
oom, “The Arcade, Bore Market, Southwark, Sales- 
High Court Pet Wee o 26 Ord May 26 
shade cat, — and Wituam oo Soe Barrow in Fur- 
Furness Pet May 


Tin —— Barrow in 
os Ord 
Livesry, eek Minaten New road, Battersea, Cab Pro- 
prietor High Court Pot May 26 — 
Lioyp, Epwarp, Hafor » Farmer 
Wrexham Pet May 24 bom 
Ousgasam Cnuaries Epwarp Suffolk, 


jamekeeper Ipswich Pet May wu Ord au 
Pave, Ly Epwarp — ~ ial rd, 
Proprietor High Court Pet May 26 Ord May 9 3% 
Pon, RNRY ALFRED, ood, Glos, 


Pimlico, Trunk 
Pet May 26 "bd Man 3s 


Pet May 24 Ord May 24 


Sammons, James eases, Sau 


Saarr, Grorce, Da 


Victualler 
oA Sa Re kane Oa 
SpENCER, pose, Preston, late Innkeeper Preston Pet 
May 26 May 26 


SprEcKLEY, Cuagces Pratt, Manchester, Trafeller Man- 
chester Pet May5 Ord f motngy At 
Wa ae ,» Grocer Cardiff Pet May 14 


W: » Ci We Sunder- 
weiney eal sigs ares 
ELLSTEED, “Pot May 25.0 Hants, Carter 


Ord May 25 

Vr, ee Manufacturer's Agent High 

w Court y 27 ee = 
HITTING CuristorHer Samu , Northamp- 
tonshire, Contractor N Pet y2 Ord 

Wixe, Le, Sheffield, Commercial Traveller Sheffie'd 
Pet May 27 Ord Ma: 

Wormatp, Aurrep, Bretford, lord, Innkeeper Bradford Pet 
May 26 Ord May 26 

— st, Strand High Court Pet Apr 27 


The Silos set See bees 5 ae Gt em: 
lished in the London Gazette, a 
Mitx, Wituiam Supson, Belle Vi vils, Southgate rd, 
Wood Green Edmonton Pet den i Ord Apr 25 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette, May 17 :— 
Boage1ano, Peter, Li Tobacco Dealer, &c Liver- 
pool Pet May 14 iy 14 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Breaumont, Sem pon Go eatin Surrey, Licensed Victualler 
June 9 at 3.30 
Bennett, Grorce, Newquay, Gomeall a Merchant June 8 


at12 Off Rec, Bank = st, Bristol 
BixtcuiFre, Taomas WanineG, Shoe yard, Brook 7 
ane 4 sq, Builder June 8 at 11 Darkraptey idee 
Sesmaen SD Peres, Liverpool, Tobacco Dealer June 10 at 
2.30 penny 35, hee ge st, Liverpool 
Boynxy, ARTHUR, k rd, a iy Bow, Manager 
te 0 Tdcenend Victualler Bankruptcy 
Boots, Grorce H, My te ny) st, Solicitor June 9 at 11 


Surrey, Pawnbroker 
yg ay Off Ree, 


BriGNat, FREDERICK Cuarces, Melksham, Wilts, Bookseller 
June 8 at 3.30 Off Rec, Hank chmbre, Corn st, Bestol 

Burirary, Joux, West Ayton, H ‘utton Buscel, Yorks, Miller 
June 8 at12 Off Rec, 74, Ni 

Brown, Bens amin Srepuey, King’s W: 
June 9 at 11 7 Court 


earch J B, New inn Upholsterer’s 


BowmMay, ber % AMUEL, 
June 8 
Bowy aewane 


yd, Shoreditch. 
p= 10 at 2.30 Bankruptey 
Busser, dens Palace rd, Upper Norwood, Ecclesiastical 
id t June 10 at 11.30 $a Iaibway eqgeeech, Landon 
ri 
One and Sscak, Cale st, Chelsea, Zinc Workers June 9 
12 st 


Ciarke, ALFRED Warren Holley Pianoforte Manu- 
facturer June 9 at 1 may Son Soa 
Cotuixsox, Wiititam, Hearn rd, Soap ae 
facturer June 10 at 12 Denkraptey bidgs, 
Cooxr, THomas, Aberdare, Glam, Coal 

June 10 at3 Off Rec, 


Cox, Wattace Bruce, and Arru Estey Cox, Luton, 
June 9 at 10.45 Court house, Luton 
DerrwiLisr, e Villa rd, 


June 8 at 
Dovetas & Co, tate Gut st, Merchants June 9 
at 12 Bankruptcy 


Carey st 
pe og why — by —F Fine Arts June 9at3 
Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
» Chemist June 10 


GamMIpeR, a Evwarp, 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, Frar 

Go.tpman, Marks, ab Clothing Manu- 
facturer June 13 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 

Harr, Jouma, o Poet Seteeonr ey ge Ce . Merchant's 

‘une 9 st 

Hittyarp, Burros Osporys, ~i i June 9 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, st 

Hveurs, Joux, Rhos, Carnarvonshire, 
Farmer June 8 at 2 Prince of Wales Hotel, Car- 
narvon 

Kroe rey, Heyeay Wii, and Sauvet Borroy Troroseon, 

Salesmen 


PF June phd 2.30 ; . 
Bert, Epwarv Jouy Porrs, 
man "Joiner 


, Sosiion or Tow Journ 
June 8 at 3 Off Reo, & Albert 
x, Leeds, Dresamaker June 10 at 11 
Park row, Leeds 
Lewis, Josseu Siaree, The Avenue, Castle Hill, Baling 
Dean, Electrical i Manufacturer's Manager 
row, 
McGarco, ALaxax Stockton om Tee tronmonger 
; June 9 at 12.50 Midland Station Hotel, 
Innkeeper June 10 at 


Lester, Fanny 
Off Reo, 





ulier Bristol Pet May 26 Ord May 96 
me Cuanies Borowxo, Birmingham, Boot Dealer 
Pet May 23 Ord May 28 
Ropers, Davin, and Owen Rowers, Ruthin, Den 
on \ eevee Merchants Wrexham Pet May 4 
y 





Gamekeeper 

Hex 
a 
Porere, Boome, Dee 0 Simandn, Fatt June 16 at 12 
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Paruuies, Davin, and Levi Warixc, Burnley 
June 13 at 2.30 Exchange Hotel, 
Nicholas st, Burnley 


Powis, Cues Wrexham, Innkeeper June 10 at 12 | 
Reap, Pac, Kinson, nr Parkstone, Dorset, Dairy Farmer | 


June 8 at 12.30 Off Ree, Salis! 
Row .anpson, Jony ARTHUR, late of sall Heath, Worcs, 
retired jorin Bombay Army June8ati11 25, Col- 
more row. 


Row ey, Tuomas, late Bridge End, 8 
Licensed Vi 


ey, Cotton | Neaze, Frep, 


Dealer 


Hertford Pet Marck 


NEWELL, ‘omar Market pl, So’ 


‘ourt 
Payne, 


Pet May7 Ord May 27 
O.ver, Henry Uren, Hari 
C Pet May 16 Ord 
Wiuiau = Epwry, 
Barnet Pet April 29 Ord May ' 


Pigott, Cuartes Boromeo, Bi 
Birmingham Pet =~? Ord 


ictualler June 9 at 12 Lion Hotel, ”Kidder- | 


minster 
Sa1es, Gzorce Born, Tenby, Draper June 16 at 11 An- 
derton’s Hi 


otel, Fleet st 
Sammons, James Pickett, Wilton rd, Pimlico, Trunk | 
Dealer June 9 at 11 eg bldgs, Carey st 
—— Water, Northchurch, Herts, Grocer June 10 
3 Aldate’s, Oxford 
SEARLE, dienes pullers pl, Chelsea, Builder June 9at 12 


st 
ICHARD, Bromley, Kent, Tailor June 10at 
24, Railway approach, London Bridge 
Srrec =, 2 Tianean RATT, chester, Traveller June 


Ssrrn, Harry 


13 at Ogden’s a Bri st, Manchester 
ecciaae % ho Leaden! Commercial Clerk 
June 10 at 11 Denicrptey bid bldgs, st 


Carey 
> ugh, Hosier JuneSat 11 Off Rec, 
Newborough st, Scarborough 
Wartns, a Halifax, Skepmaker June9ati1l1 Off 


Wuirttez, ates, King st, me no st, Gent June 9 at 
2.30 Wreisan, Pinner » Ci 

bata Wiiam er rd. w, late Baker June 
10 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Worma.p, “Soa Beadford, Innkeeper June 10 at 11 
Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axess, Tuomas James, Canterbury, Wholesale Dealer 
Pet et May 25 oe 
Baizey, Octavius, Beckenham, Kent, Manager to Fruiterer 
Croydon Pet May 26 May 26 
Beacuoxt, Grorce, Dorking, Sey. Licensed Victualler 
Pet May 17 ‘Ord May 


Bossy, Argruvr, Brunswick rd, eae t % Bow, Manager 
=. a Licensed Victualler High Court Pet May 27 Ord 

tema. Aer R Mons. Brixton rd, Jeweller High Court 
Pet May 10 Ord Ma rs 

Bowman, Rectnaip, Holloway rd, Jeweller High Court 
Pet May 10 Ord May 26 

Bownas, Ricnarp Tuomas, Goswell rd, Jeweller High 

Court Pet May10 Ord May 26 

Baicwat, Frepericx Cuar_es, 7% Wilts, Book- 

Bath Pet May 26 Ord May 

Barras, Jous, West Ayton, Hutton ll Yorks, Miller 
eg > Pet May 17 a 

Deanne ANNAKER ar ey wisham, Kent, of 

Greenwich 12 Ord May 26 

Chamen, ALrRep WALTER, Holloween Pianoforte Manu- 
facturer Court Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Cox, Wat.ace Brevce, and Arruur ber = ner Cox, Luton, 

27 


Builders Lnton Pet Ma: 7 
Davies, PHEN Puiu, Cilfynyd 6F rida, Glam, 
Pontypridd et May 25 May 25 
Exuiort, Arruvr, Ting, Sussex, Grocer Brighton 
Pet May 26 Ord May 27 


Granan, Josern, Gateshead, Gas Foreman Newcastle on 
Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Grees, A Macvoxa.p, Broadstairs, Kent Canterbury Pet 
Feb4 Ord May 24 
Hasittox, Joux Kexwern, yo —- Lanes, — 
Dealer Manchester Pet May 2 Ord May 
Norwich, Jewe!ler 


Market, West Ham, 
Ord 


Home, Witiiam =} on 
et May3 Ord May 
Haxgvy, Rosert cola, "Stratford 
= Salesman High Court Pet May 23 
27 


y 

Harxpex, Davip, Sandown, I W, Farmer 
Ryde Pet Apr28 Ord May 25 

Heaves, pa Patchway, — Licensed Victualler 
Bristol Pet May 16 Ord Ma 

Battersea, 

Pet Apr 14° Ord M 

Isaacs, auaaee, Bri Glam, iio Cardiff Pet May 
2% 

Isu ia ae Hants, Farmer Salisbury Pet 
"May 25 Ord May 26 

Ki scat, Roserr, ont Witt1am Horse, Barrow in Fur- 

bess, Tin + roe Workers Barrow in Furness Pet May 

B 2s Ord May 

Liorp, can Hafod, Liangar, Merioneth, Farmer 

Ww Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Moorz, —%¥ ty = Copthall chmbr«, Throgmorton st 
High Court Pet April2 Ord May 24 


Newport and 


Hrsvor, Wit11as a Draper 
Wandsworth 


shire, Tim 


Ma 


Licensed 
May 25 


Runcieman, Ann 
High Court P 


. Wores, Rayner. are R, Francis st. 


's Stortford, pe Cul 
= ig ‘April 2 
, Grocer ini 


st, Surgeon Dentist High 
ay 26 
tes Herts, Upholsterer 


agham, Boot Dealer | 


a? rd, Picture 


” Tottenham 
High Court Pet April6 Ord May 27 


| Senn "Davi, and Owes 


BERTS, Ruthin, Denbigh- 


Timber Merchants Wrexham Pet May 24 


Victualler 


y 2 
— eee late Bridge end, Stourport, Worcs 
Kidderminster 


Cathcart rd, West nemagien, Widow 
et April 22 ‘Ord May 26 


Pet May 5 ord 


Sarzs, GEorGE eo erse Draper Pembroke Dock 


| Pet M 


ay 5 


Suarp, GrorGE, Davee, eK) Butcher 
Northampton Pet May 24 Ord May 24 


Spencer, Hu 


GH, 


Ord May 


Srameees, Wasa Leadenhall 


igh Court Pet Ma: 
Warts, James, Cardiff, 


May 26 


24 Ord 


Sg late Innkeeper 


Preston Pet 


st, Commercial Clerk 
Ma 


rocer Cardi 1 Pet May 14 Ord 


Wesster, Jouy, sen, Parwich, Siete, Farmer Burton 


on Trent 


Pet April 28 


Ord May 27 


heir = ER, --) Carter lane, — s Agent High 


et May 27 


Ord 
Wye, Aurrep, Sheffield, Commercial Traveller Sheffield 
Pet May 26 Ord May 


Wootstoy, "Paaxcis Hoon, 


Hig! 


Degree of s gdns, Stockdealer 


May 26 


Worm —_ oth ng Rte, Innkeeper Bradford Pet 


The - ie. amen 


May 26 


ded notice is substituted for that pub- 


lished in the London Gazette, May 6 : 
Miiy, Wit.tiam Siwpsoy, Belle Vue villas, Southgate rd, 
Wood Green Edmonton Pet Jan4 Ord May 2 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 10.- 
Mart, 


advertisement, May 28, p. 1.) 
June 10.—Messrs. Furser, Price, & Furser, at the Mart, 


E.C., at 2 0’ 


clock, Freehold an 


d Leasehold 


-Messrs. Dasizt, Suitru, Sox, & Oak.ey, at the 
E.C., at 1 for 2 o’clock, Freehold Investments (see 


Investments 


see advertisement, May 28, p. 8.) 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE 


BY SPECIAL APPOI 


fé3 MAKERS. 


NTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns, | sound COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN- 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





SPINK & SON, Go.psmirus anp Sitversmirus, 17 anv 18, ny W., 
GRACECHURCH-STREET, CoRNHILL, Lonvon, E.C., beg respectfully’ to announce that they accuRATaLY 
appraise the above for the LecaL Provesstun or ruxcuase the same for cash if desired. Estab 


HHCENTX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparp. 
STREET, and 57, Cuarinc-cross, Lonpoy. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Bates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macpona.p, 
F. B. Macpona.p, 


Joint 
Secretaries, 


| REVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other 
Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans or 
Annuities thereon ted, by the EQUITABLE RE 
VERSIONARY EREST SOCIETY ge . 
| Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Stran ae 
1835. a £500,000. Interest on [asap eny te tae 


F. 8. CLAYTON,} Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, § Secretanes, 
tHe IMPERIAL uqysvrance 


COMPANY 
uimitep, FIRE : 

Established 1803. 

{ 1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 

Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £200,000. 

Total Funds over £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 

General Manager, 


NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 


SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London Bridge, EC. 


Drrecrors : 
Henry Wavpemar Lawrence, J.P., Chairman. 
Marx H. Jupee, A.R.1.B.A. 
Miss Bipper. 
at Coney, Q.C. 
F. H. A. Hagpcastte, F.S.1. 
Miss Orme. 


Shares £10, interest 5 per ee 

Deposits received at 4 per cen’ 

Withdrawals (shares or depent) at short notice. 

iy. ah ep ments a — or ge rar pro- 
pe e 0 wens and survey charges, very 
moderate. Prospectus fee 


FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 





THE 


NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUSTEES AND 
ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 
HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 
PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 


TEEING DEBENTURES and other SECURITIES. 
G. A. COPE, Secretary. 
Offices, 70, Queen-street, Cheapside, London, E. G. 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 


JEWELS _AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 


lished 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.8.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 


and at 1 anp 2, 








zZas Tr. 


184s. 


THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.C. -+ 
WEST END BRANCH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 


ASSETS EXCEED 


TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


G2@ THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE “ABBE RANCE which the so WETY does ‘not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLY 


Imdisputabie after & Tears. 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 


Policies 


THOMAS G. ACKLAND, ¥.L.A. 
JAMES H. SCOTT, Secretary. 





£4,702,000 
9,972,000 
$29,000 


¥.6.8., Actuary and Manager. 
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